The Intersection of Multiple Oppressed Identities Implications For Identity Development by Enno, Angela Marie
Utah State University 
DigitalCommons@USU 
All Graduate Theses and Dissertations Graduate Studies 
5-2012 
The Intersection of Multiple Oppressed Identities Implications For 
Identity Development 
Angela Marie Enno 
Utah State University 
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd 
 Part of the Psychology Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Enno, Angela Marie, "The Intersection of Multiple Oppressed Identities Implications For Identity 
Development" (2012). All Graduate Theses and Dissertations. 1231. 
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd/1231 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by 
the Graduate Studies at DigitalCommons@USU. It has 
been accepted for inclusion in All Graduate Theses and 
Dissertations by an authorized administrator of 
DigitalCommons@USU. For more information, please 
contact digitalcommons@usu.edu. 
 THE INTERSECTION OF MULTIPLE OPPRESSED IDENTITIES: 
  
IMPLICATIONS FOR IDENTITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
by 
 
 
Angela Marie Enno 
 
 
A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of 
the requirements for the degree 
 
of 
 
MASTER OF SCIENCE 
 
in 
 
Psychology 
 
 
Approved: 
 
 
 
    
Renee V. Galliher, Ph.D.  Michael P. Twohig, Ph.D. 
Major Professor  Committee Member 
 
 
 
    
Melanie M. Domenech Rodríguez, Ph.D. Mark R. McClellen, Ph.D. 
Committee Member  Vice President for Research and  
  Dean of the School of Graduate Studies 
 
 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
Logan, Utah 
 
2012 
ii 
 
 
Copyright © Angela Marie Enno 2012 
 
All Rights Reserved
iii 
 
ABSTRACT 
 
 
The Intersection of Multiple Oppressed Identities: Implications for 
 
Identity Development 
 
 
by 
 
 
Angela Marie Enno, Master of Science 
 
Utah State University, 2012 
 
 
Major Professor: Renee Galliher, Ph.D. 
Department: Psychology 
 
Multicultural theorists argue that foundational theories of identity development 
fail to capture the experiences of ethnic and sexual minorities. Likewise, models of ethnic 
and sexual identity, separately, may not capture experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transgender, queer, or questioning (LGBTQ) ethnic minorities. Intersectional models 
have been proposed that consider the interaction of identity statuses in their real-world 
context. However, more empirical support for such models is needed. This study 
represents a preliminary investigation into patterns of identification, values, attitudes, 
behaviors, and sense of belonging of these LGBTQ ethnic minorities. The patterns that 
emerged were varied and complex. Demographic questions were structured in a way that 
allowed participants to describe with complexity their identities, and the intersections 
among them. Four distinct groups were identified using Q-sort methodology. Both 
commonalities and important group differences emerged.  
(154 pages) 
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PUBLIC ABSTRACT 
 
 
The Intersection of Multiple Oppressed Identities: Implications for Identity Development  
 
 
by 
 
 
Angela Marie Enno, Master of Science 
 
Utah State University, 2012 
 
 
Major Professor: Dr. Renee Galliher 
Department: Psychology 
 
 
Understanding the experiences and identity development of ethnic minority 
LGBTQ (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and queer or questioning) individuals 
presents a challenge because the theories of identity development that exist to date may 
not take into account their unique perspectives.  Theories of identity development that are 
not specific to ethnic minority or LGBTQ identities may not represent their experiences 
well.  At the same time, theories of ethnic identity development may not fit for 
individuals who are LGBTQ; and theories of LGBTQ identity development may not fit 
for ethnic minorities.  No theory of identity development to date takes into account all of 
the aspects of LGBTQ ethnic minority individuals’ identities.   Intersectional models 
have been proposed to consider the ways in which all of the identities interact in the real 
world, but more research is needed to determine whether these models are better for 
understanding the experiences of LGBTQ ethnic minorities. This study was conducted 
with the intention of understanding these individuals experiences from an intersectional 
perspective: considering all of their identities at the same time, and considering the ways 
in which their LGBTQ and ethnic minority identities might interact with each other. Four 
different groups of LGBTQ ethnic minority groups were identified based on similarities 
and differences in their values, attitudes, behaviors, sense of belonging, and identity 
development. 
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 CHAPTER I 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 
The development of a multifaceted identity as a lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transgender, queer or questioning (LGBTQ) ethnic minority is a complicated process rich 
with nuanced self-identifications, and impacted by myriad contextual influences. Harper, 
Jernewall, and Zea (2004) asserted that these individuals’ membership in multiple 
oppressed groups may mean their experiences of ethnic and sexual identification differ 
qualitatively from heterosexual ethnic minorities, and White LGBTQ individuals. The 
authors warn that it is an “oppressive act” to consider mainstream (presumably, White 
American) LGBTQ literature to be necessarily descriptive of the experiences of ethnic 
minorities who are also LGBTQ. Likewise, DeBlaere, Brewster, Sarkees, and Moradi 
(2010) emphasized the importance of understanding the interaction of sexual orientation 
and ethnicity, arguing that the exploration of these dimensions of identity in isolation 
“renders invisible the experiences of LGBTQ people of color” (see also Garnets, 2002). 
 In their content analysis of the extant literature on LGBTQ ethnic minorities, 
Huang and colleagues (2010) described two prevailing perspectives that characterize 
much of the literature, the first of which is alternately referred to as the greater risk or 
“double jeopardy” perspective. This perspective argues that those with multiple 
oppressed identities experience more oppression as a result of their membership in more 
than one oppressed group. The other overarching perspective is the resilience perspective: 
the notion that individuals possessing multiple oppressed identity statuses actually derive 
some benefit from their membership in more than one marginalized group.  
2 
 
 
Purdie-Vaughn and Eibach (2008) argued that support can be found in the 
empirical literature for either perspective; but more importantly, they wish to “move 
away” from this debate, focusing not on which groups experience the most oppression, 
but on how the intersection of multiple minority statuses uniquely impacts peoples’ 
experiences. Such interactive models are born from the assumption that people 
experience these facets of their identity simultaneously and in interaction with each other, 
just as they experience the self as a whole. As Meyer (2010) put it, “This intersection 
creates a new, unified identity that cannot be split.” Purdie-Vaughn and Eibach argued 
that a pattern of both advantages and disadvantages exists for people possessing multiple 
oppressed identities, and therefore the debate about who experiences the most extensive 
oppression is a moot point. Crawford, Allison, Zamboni, and Soto (2002) found that the 
ability to successfully integrate both ethnic and sexual minority identities in a positive 
way was related to better psychosocial outcomes for African American gay and bisexual 
men. The extent to which individuals are capable of developing identity cohesion has 
been posited to similarly relate to better psychosocial outcomes for other LGBTQ ethnic 
minority populations as well.  
Phillips (2010) called for research that takes into account both the unique and 
shared experiences of LGBTQ ethnic minorities: neither positioning them in the margins 
of each group to which they belong, nor ignoring the ways in which their experiences 
may in fact differ. Such research in the psychological literature on these multifaceted 
identities to date is sparse, but growing. 
This study aimed to provide a clearer picture of the experiences of individuals 
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who identify with both oppressed groups, gaining some insight into the following 
questions: 
1. What are the labels ethnic minorities who are LGBTQ use to describe their 
identities?  
a. Do they perceive that the labels LGBTQ are a good fit for their identities? 
2. What are the patterns with which LGBTQ ethnic minorities endorse values, 
behaviors, and experiences related to their LGBTQ ethnic minority identity? 
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CHAPTER II 
 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
 
Arguably the best-known theory of identity development in psychology is 
Erikson’s Theory of Psychosocial Development (Erickson, 1968, 1980). In Erikson’s 
model, individuals encounter crises at eight developmental stages, the resolution of which 
can result in one of two possible outcomes: successful resolution with normal 
development, or unsuccessful resolution and associated problems. Another prominent 
identity theory, put forth by James Marcia, borrows Erikson’s emphasis on the role of 
crisis in identity formation (Marcia, 1980, 1987, 1999). Marcia outlined two distinct but 
related identity formation processes: crisis and commitment. 
Exploration (crisis) in Marcia’s model is high or low based on the extent to which 
a person has explored various possible identities and roles. Commitment is high when an 
individual has established a firm a sense of identity and low when they have not. Marcia 
posited that an individual can be high or low on each dimension independent of the other, 
creating an orthogonal matrix of four distinct “identity statuses.” These statuses are not 
viewed as stages per se, except to the extent that they are influenced by level of 
exploration and commitment. People can move between stages over time. 
 Erikson and Marcia’s theories center on the development of a person’s individual 
identity, offering little information about how identity is formed relative to an 
overarching group, or collective identity (Dennis, Cole, Zahn-Waxler, & Mizuta, 2002; 
Kroger, 2000). This limitation is problematic as it has been asserted that group or 
collective identity is a domain of identity distinct in its formation and implications 
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(Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Reid & Deaux, 1996). For example, Phinney (1990) 
highlighted the centrality of one type of collective identity, called ethnic identity, to the 
psychological functioning of underrepresented ethnic groups in the United States. 
Likewise, it has been suggested that identity formation processes are unique in certain 
respects for LGBTQ group members (Dahl, 2008; Diamond & Savin-Williams, 2000; 
Rust, 1996; Savin-Williams & Diamond, 2000). The remainder of this review will outline 
selected theories of ethnic minority and LGBTQ identity development. Next, the 
emergent literature on the intersection of multiple oppressed identities in individuals 
belonging to both ethnic minority and LGBTQ groups will be summarized. 
 
Theories of Ethnic Identity Development 
 
 A pioneer in the literature on ethnic identity development, Cross (1971) described 
a series of stages thought to constitute African American ethnic identity formation. This 
model has also been applied to other ethnic minority groups. In Cross’s model, an ethnic 
minority individual moves from the pre-encounter stage, during which an individual may 
not recognize ethnicity as an important factor in their lives and/or may value mainstream 
culture over their own minority group culture, through stages of identity exploration (the 
encounter and immersion-emersion stages) during which they begin to reevaluate their 
attitudes and may feel more aligned with their ethnic group and reject mainstream 
culture, and finally enter the internalization-commitment stage during which they develop 
an acceptance of their own ethnic group as well as mainstream culture. Cross’s theory has 
been foundational to the development of many models of ethnic identity development; 
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however, one important limitation is that the theory is stage-based, assuming a linear 
process through which minority ethnic identity is developed.  
A model less tied to this linear stepwise progression was developed by Phinney 
(1989, 1992), applying Marcia’s identity statuses to ethnic identity. In the same way a 
person can explore and commit to individual identity, it was asserted that she or he can 
explore and commit to a sense of their ethnic identity as well, by exploring the attitudes, 
values and practices of their ethnic group and the mainstream culture. An important 
limitation of both Cross and Phinney’s assertions is that they lack the ability to capture 
the experiences of multiracial individuals, whose identification to one group may not 
necessarily impact their identification with another. 
Oetting and Beauvais (1990-1991) understood bicultural ethnic identity to be an 
orthogonal process. Rather than two ethnicities placed at opposite ends of a spectrum 
where movement toward one necessitated movement away from the other, they argued 
that “any pattern and combination of cultural identification can exist and that any 
movement or change is possible” (p. 662). The authors advocated for the assessment of 
minority ethnic identification, and mainstream cultural identification as separate and 
independent processes. Interestingly, even this model assumes that multiracial individuals 
are biracial/bicultural (possessing only two distinct ethnic identifications). Furthermore, it 
is assumed that only one of those ethnic identities is an ethnic minority identity, and the 
other is majority (white) identification. Existing models do not account for multiracial 
identities that include more than two identities, or two or more ethnic minority identities. 
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Theories of Sexual Identity Development 
 
 In his 2005 book, “The New Gay Teenager,” Savin-Williams identified the six-
stage model of sexual minority identity development, by Cass (1979), as the foremost 
model in sexual identity development. Cass asserted that sexual identity development 
occurs in a stage-based progression similar to Cross’s model of ethnic identity. 
Adolescents begin the process of sexual identity formation when they recognize that their 
“sexual feelings, actions, or thoughts could be labeled homosexual” (p. 72). They 
progress through stages of exploration and commitment similar to Cross’s model, but 
also drawing on concepts from Marcia’s model: (a) deciding whether to identify with a 
sexual minority identity (identity exploration) or reject it (identity foreclosure; the overall 
stage being called identity confusion), (b) further developing a sense of whether they 
believe themselves to be sexual minorities (stage two, identity comparison), (c) 
understanding the implications of their minority status for their overall identity (identity 
tolerance), and developing a positive identification as a sexual minority (identity 
acceptance), (d) positively identifying with LGBTQ culture and rejecting heterosexual 
culture, and finally, (e) understanding their selves to be whole selves, with many facets of 
identity which include but are not limited to sexual identity, and having positive 
interactions with people who are not LGBTQ.  
 Savin-Williams (2005) argued that Cass’s (1979) model and other stage models of 
sexual identity development have accrued little empirical support. He discussed the 
abundance of disconfirming evidence, suggesting that differences based on gender, 
cohort, sexual fluidity, and ethnicity influence the applicability of these models to 
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LGBTQ youth today. Instead, he favors a conceptualization of LGBTQ identity 
development called differential developmental trajectories. He proposed four tenets of 
adolescent sexual identity formation, all of which are supported in the empirical literature 
(see Dahl, 2008 for an in-depth summary of the empirical support): (a) that sexual 
minority youth follow similar developmental trajectories that other adolescents do, (b) 
that sexual minority youth in some ways do NOT follow similar developmental 
trajectories that other adolescents do, (c) that great variability in developmental 
trajectories exists among sexual minority youth, and (d) every single person’s 
developmental trajectory is unique. Savin-Williams’ developmental trajectories 
simultaneously account for evidence that: biological differences play a role in minority 
sexuality development, the influence of gender “trumps” the influence of sexual 
orientation in most cases, sexual orientation identification differs based on ethnicity and 
generational differences, and more variability is found within sexual orientation groups 
than between them. 
 
Intersection of Ethnic Minority and LGBTQ Statuses:  
Theories of Development 
 
The development of a multifaceted identity as an LGBTQ ethnic minority is a 
complicated process rich with nuanced self-identifications, and impacted by myriad 
contextual influences. In their review of the literature, Harper and colleagues (2004) 
asserted that these individuals’ membership in multiple oppressed groups may mean their 
experiences of ethnic and sexual identification differ qualitatively from heterosexual 
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ethnic minorities, and White LGBTQ individuals. The authors warned that it is an 
“oppressive act” to consider mainstream (presumably, White American) LGBTQ 
literature to be necessarily descriptive of the experiences of ethnic minorities who are 
also LGBTQ. Likewise, in their methodological paper and review of the literature, 
DeBlaere and colleagues (2010) emphasized the importance of understanding the 
interaction of sexual orientation and ethnicity, arguing that the exploration of these 
dimensions of identity in isolation “renders invisible the experiences of LGBTQ people 
of color.”  
 
The Greater Risk Perspective 
In their content analysis of the extant literature on LGBTQ ethnic minorities, 
Huang and colleagues (2010) described two prevailing perspectives that characterize 
much of the literature, the first of which is alternately referred to as the greater risk or 
“double jeopardy” perspective. This perspective argues that those with multiple 
oppressed identities experience more oppression as a result of their membership in more 
than one oppressed group. Huang and colleagues’ description of the greater risk 
perspective closely corresponds with the observations of Purdie-Vaughn and Eibach 
(2008) who described the trend toward what they labeled additive models in their review 
of the literature. According to the authors, additive models view the experiences of 
multiply oppressed individuals as cumulative; meaning that the more subordinated group 
identities an individual possesses, the more discrimination she or he faces. A related 
argument in the literature, summarized by Moradi, DeBlaere, and Huang (2010a), is that 
LGBTQ ethnic minorities experience greater pressure to conform to expectations of a 
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heterosexual lifestyle due to cultural values and/or greater heterosexist stigma in ethnic 
minority communities. 
In a reaction piece responding to Moradi and DeBlare (2010), Meyer (2010) 
outlined some of the underlying assumptions of the greater risk/additive perspective, and 
some problems with those assumptions. According to Meyer, a popular assumption is that 
there are culture clashes between LGBTQ communities and ethnic minority communities, 
leading individuals belonging to both groups to experience conflict in their identities. 
Meyer contended that, due to stereotypes and misconceptions about cultural values in 
communities of color, LGBTQ ethnic minorities have been viewed as more drastically 
different from, and marginalized within, mainstream (White American) LGBTQ culture 
than they actually are. Meyer argued that, rather than forming their own distinct cultures, 
ethnic minorities in the U.S. are influenced by mainstream U.S. culture and therefore 
LGBTQ ethnic minorities have more in common with White LGBTQ people than has 
been presumed. According to Meyer, these assumptions have been derived in part from 
the “exaggerated belief that racial/ethnic cultures are at odds with White American 
culture,” which he conceptualized as a “racist ideology.” He also referred to 
sensationalized accounts in the media that attend to the experiences of heterosexist stigma 
that ethnic minorities face within their ethnic communities, attributing that stigma to the 
cultures of ethnic minority communities while simultaneously ignoring the stigma that 
LGBTQ people face within the White community. Finally, Meyer (citing Moradi et al., 
2010a) asserted that to view LGBTQ ethnic minorities as somehow outside the 
mainstream (presumably White American) LGBTQ culture, is to functionally ignore the 
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contributions that LGBTQ ethnic minorities have made to the gay liberation movement.  
 
The Resilience Perspective 
The other overarching perspective noted in Huang and colleagues’ (2010) content 
analysis is the resilience perspective. Resilience from this theoretical perspective is 
operationalized as the notion that individuals possessing multiple oppressed identity 
statuses actually derive some benefit from their membership in more than one 
marginalized group; that the challenges presented by possessing multiple oppressed 
identities actually give them opportunities to develop greater strengths. One way in which 
LGBTQ ethnic minorities purportedly benefit is that their assumed history of experienced 
racism prior to having come out as LGBTQ forces them to learn coping skills that better 
prepare them for the heterosexist stigma they encounter after coming out (Meyer, 2010). 
Indeed, Moradi and colleagues (2010b) tested the resilience perspective with a sample of 
178 lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals (85 women, 93 men; 50% ethnic minority) 
found that the relationship between perceived stigma and internalized homophobia was 
stronger for White participants than for participants of color, lending support to the 
notion that possessing these multiple oppressed identities might serve to inoculate 
LGBTQ ethnic minorities from some of the compounded stress these individuals have 
been assumed to experience due to the effects of racism and homophobia. 
Another explanation for the resilience perspective is offered by Phillips (2010) in 
a reaction paper to the special issue of The Counseling Psychologist focused on LGBTQ 
ethnic minorities. Phillips cited the work of LaFromboise and colleagues (1993, as cited 
in Phillips, 2010) on bicultural identity. According to LaFromboise, bicultural individuals 
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can develop the capacity to adapt to multiple cultural contexts, alternating between 
viewpoints and behaviors as needed, rather than experiencing stress or difficulty with 
identity integration due to clashes in values and expectations of the different contexts in 
which they interact. Phillips applied this concept of bicultural identity to LGBTQ ethnic 
minority individuals, arguing that such perspective alternation can be an asset to these 
individuals by putting them in the unique position of being able to conceptualize and act 
from multiple paradigms, to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of each, and to 
formulate a cohesive integrated sense of identity successfully incorporating each context 
to which the person belongs.  
 
Intersectional Models 
Are LGBTQ ethnic minorities at greater risk for adverse psychosocial outcomes, 
or does the possession of multiple minority identity statuses actually serve as a protective 
factor at times? Purdie-Vaughn and Eibach (2008) argued that support can be found in 
the empirical literature for either perspective; but more importantly, they wish to “move 
away” from this debate, focusing not on which groups experience the most oppression, 
but on how the intersection of multiple minority statuses uniquely impacts peoples’ 
experiences. Such intersectional models are born from the assumption that people 
experience these facets of their identity simultaneously and in interaction with each other, 
just as they experience the self as a whole. As Meyer (2010) put it, “this intersection 
creates a new, unified identity that cannot be split.” 
In their theoretical paper, Purdie-Vaughns and Eibach (2008) posited that 
belonging to multiple oppressed groups may result in “intersectional invisibility” because 
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a person is likely to experience marginalization within both their own ethnic and sexual 
orientation groups. They explained that this marginalization occurs due the forces of 
androcentrism (the dominance or emphasis of male interests or points of view), 
ethnocentrism (the attitude that one’s ethnic group is superior), and heterocentrism (bias 
in favor of heterosexual sexual orientation), which shape perceptions of these individuals 
as “nonprototypical” members of each of the groups to which they belong. For example, 
heterosexuals are perceived as “prototypical exemplars” of a group, while anyone who 
engages in same-sex relationships is perceived as a non-prototypical group member. 
Likewise, ethnocentrism means that in the U.S., non-White individuals are perceived as 
non-prototypical group members. When these two oppressed statuses are combined, 
individuals are posited to experience marginalization within even the marginalized 
groups to which they belong because their “nonheterosexuality” and their “non-
Whiteness” theoretically position them in the “non-prototypical” category in both ethnic 
and sexual minority communities, and render them “invisible” within each group, as their 
experiences and identities are not represented in the norms for either group.  
In a conceptual article in which the author refers to the results of two studies (one 
mixed method, and one qualitative) conducted with Black lesbians, Bowleg (2008) 
argued in favor of the intersectional approach. She cited the Black lesbian poet Audre 
Lorde’s (1984, as cited in Bowleg, 2008) experience of: “constantly being encouraged to 
pluck out some aspect of myself and present this as the meaningful whole, eclipsing and 
denying the other parts of the self” as an example of the lack of fit between additive 
conceptualizations of multifaceted identities, and the real-life contextualized experience 
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of people identifying with multiple oppressed identity statuses. Bowleg asserted that an 
intersectional approach requires an understanding that the various dimensions of a 
person’s identity are “independent and mutually constitutive” (see also the literature 
review by Frable, 1997). 
Purdie-Vaughn and Eibach (2008) argued that a pattern of both advantages and 
disadvantages exists for people possessing multiple oppressed identities, and therefore 
the debate about who experiences the most extensive oppression is a moot point. In 
addition, although their article focuses on the intersection of oppressed gender, sexual 
orientation, and ethnic identities, the authors asserted that their theory of intersectional 
invisibility can be extended to apply to other marginalized groups, including persons with 
disabilities.  
Phillips (2010) therefore called for research that takes into account both the 
unique and shared experiences of LGBTQ ethnic minorities: neither positioning them in 
the margins of each group to which they belong, nor ignoring the ways in which their 
experiences may in fact differ. Such research in the psychological literature on these 
multi-faceted identities to date is sparse, but growing.  
In sum, common themes were found among theories of ethnic identity 
development and sexual identity development. Stage models were put forth in both 
literatures, and have often been criticized in both bodies of literature for their 
oversimplification. Exploration and commitment are components that models in both 
bodies of literature share in common, as are internalized negativity, stages of anger, and 
resolution theorized to result in comfort with self and others. Progression from stage-
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based models positing an idealized linear progression, to process-based models, and 
finally contextualized models of development can be seen in each literature.  
The literature on the integration of ethnic identity and sexual orientation or gender 
identity is much newer. It is also distinct from the identity development literature in that 
the focus is on risk and resilience, rather than development and identification per se. 
However, similar to the stage models found in the sexual minority and ethnic minority 
identity development literatures, the additive and resilience approaches to understanding 
the intersection of multiple minority identities may fail to capture the complexity of 
ethnic and sexual minority group members’ lived experiences. Intersectional models 
represent the LGBTQ ethnic minority literature’s equivalent to the process-based and 
tenet-based, contextualized theories that have emerged in the ethnic minority and 
LGBTQ literature in that they take the complexity and nuance of multiple oppressed 
identities into account. They have been asserted to have a better fit, although further 
empirical confirmation of this hypothesis is still needed. Furthermore, these models do 
not address the ways in which these individuals explore and integrate their sexual 
orientation or gender identities and their ethnic identities. 
Table 1 summarizes the similarities and differences among all these literatures 
that can be brought to bear in understanding the experiences and development of LGBTQ 
ethnic minorities. After that, a more in-depth review of the literature specific to these 
individuals is provided. 
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Table 1 
Theories of Identity: The Progression of Models 
Theory/authors Model 
Idealized liner 
progression 
Individualized 
trajectories/ 
contextualized 
development 
Account 
for 
collective 
identities 
Account 
for 
multiracial 
individuals 
Global theories of development      
 Erickson (1968) Stage-based Yes No No No 
 Marcia (1987) Process-based Somewhat No No No 
Theories of ethnic identity development      
 Cross (1971) Stage-based Yes No Yes No 
 Phinney (1992) Process-based No No Yes No 
 Oetting & Beauvais (1990-1991) Orthogonal 
processed-based 
No Yes Yes Yes 
Theories of sexual identity development      
 Cass (1979) Stage-based Yes No Yes No 
 Savin-Williams (2005) Tenets No Yes Yes No 
Intersectional theories      
 Purdie-Vaughn & Eibach (2008) Tenets No Yes Yes No 
 
 
Contextual Factors in Psychosocial Wellbeing and Experiences of  
LGBTQ Ethnic Minorities 
 
Crawford and colleagues (2002) conducted a study with 174 African American 
gay and bisexual men in Chicago, IL, and Richmond, VA. They found that the ability to 
successfully integrate both ethnic and sexual minority identities in a positive way was 
related to better psychosocial outcomes for African American gay and bisexual men. The 
extent to which individuals are capable of developing identity cohesion has been posited 
to similarly relate to better psychosocial outcomes for other LGBTQ ethnic minority 
populations as well. What follows is a brief outline of the potential sources of conflict 
and integration in these identities that have been most prevalent in the literature to date. 
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Experiences of Racism and Homophobia/ 
Homonegativity 
LGBTQ ethnic minorities may experience marginalization due to heterocentrism 
and homonegativity within their ethnic communities, as well as racism with the broader 
LGBTQ community. In a study by Ibanez, Van Oss Marin, Flores, Millett, and Diaz 
(2009), their sample of 911 Latino MSM (men who have sex with men) reported 
experiences of discrimination both outside of and within the gay community. Ethnic 
minorities who are LGBTQ may be perceived as rejecting the norms of their ethnic 
community in favor of white culture, especially gender role norms (Bridges, Selvidge, & 
Matthews, 2003; Chan, 1995; Espin, 1993; Estrada & Rutter, 2006; Greene, 2000; 
Moradi et al., 2010b). Furthermore, they may be hesitant to come out due to a desire to 
protect the family’s feelings or reputation. This is sometimes viewed as a higher priority 
than the assertion of individual sexual minority identity in collectivist cultures, according 
to a study conducted by Mohr and Fassinger (2003) with 288 lesbian and bisexual women 
and 201 gay and bisexual men who were 15.1% ethnic minority. Estrada and Rutter 
(2006) presented a case illustration of a Puerto Rican lesbian woman who presented for 
therapy, noting that the woman was “caught in a double bind of being a member of two 
communities that emphasized a different family value. Whereas her Latino/a culture 
placed her family-of-origin as a core to her sense of self, lesbian culture favored family-
of-choice” (p. 163-164). Some choose to deal with this dilemma by “demanding or 
contemplating demanding acceptance” in their ethnic communities while others choose 
“swallowing frustration or anger to protect relationships with family and churches” 
(Meyer, 2010).  
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In his book, The New Gay Teenager, Savin-Williams (2005) also pointed to the 
existence of the “down-low” subculture: the tendency for some Black men to retain 
heterosexual identities and relationships, and masculine behaviors, while also engaging in 
same-sex sexual interactions. He identified a sense of duty to the Black community as a 
possible motivation for this down-low identification. Under a mainstream sexual identity 
model, the existence of this down-low subculture would be viewed as a negative, 
reflecting a low level of sexual identity development and an undesirable outcome (and 
perhaps interpreted to infer the existence of greater heterosexist stigma within Black 
communities).  
However, taking Black cultural norms into consideration, the down-low 
phenomenon may be viewed as an integration of sexual minority identity with Black 
American cultural values, which tend to be more collectivist than mainstream LGBTQ 
values (Carson, 2009). In this way and others, LGBTQ ethnic minorities may experience 
marginalization due to racism and ethnocentrism in the LGBTQ community. Their values 
regarding family may be called into question, and they may be considered immature in 
their identity development should they be influenced more strongly by collectivist than 
individualist cultural values in their decision to claim or not claim an LGBTQ identity. 
Harper and colleagues (2004) also noted that they may be “objectified or eroticized” in 
the LGBTQ community. Experiences of racism may be invalidated, or worse— 
perpetrated—in the mainstream LGBTQ community. 
 
Importance of Identities 
Savin-Williams (2005) noted the criticism that existing models of sexual identity 
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development were based on mainstream (White American) cultural norms, and may not 
adequately represent the experiences of ethnic minority individuals who also identify as 
LGBTQ. He stated that, among Black men dating men, those who were dating white men 
tended to identify more with the LGBTQ community than with the Black American 
community and more frequently felt alienated from their ethnic community, while those 
dating other Black men identified more strongly with their ethnic community and felt 
more alienated from the LGBTQ community.  
According to Thing (2010), identification as gay for Mexican American males can 
vary as a function of immigration status, socioeconomic status, and community context. 
He conducted a qualitative study involving interviews and participant observations of 24 
self-identified gay Mexican immigrant men in Los Angeles, California. He found that 
participants’ identification as gay or not gay changed over time as their immigration 
status and community context changed. Their identification also varied as a function of 
their socioeconomic status. All participants were born and raised in Mexico, and 
immigrated to the U.S. as adults. Some participants identified as gay prior to migrating to 
the U.S., while others did not identify as gay until after migrating. 
Many participants, primarily those from rural working class backgrounds in 
Mexico, originally subscribed to the active/pasivo model for defining gay identity. Thing 
(2010) explained that in this model, male homosexuality is defined based on the sexual 
role one fulfills. If a man is penetrated anally by, or performs oral sex on, another man, 
he is viewed as gay because his sexual role is thought to be gender nonconforming. 
However, a man who penetrates another man or receives oral sex from another man, but 
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is never penetrated and does not perform oral sex on another man himself, is thought to 
be heterosexual because he has not violated gender role expectations. Thing reported that 
many participants transitioned from subscribing to this active/pasivo model, to adopting 
an object-choice view of homosexuality upon migrating to the U.S. and/or encountering 
this object-choice model through the course of their formal education. 
The object-choice model defines homosexuality based on the biological sex of 
one’s sexual partners, regardless of the roles one plays during sex. In this view, a man 
who penetrates another man, even if he himself is never penetrated, is considered gay. 
The men in Thing’s study were more likely to subscribe to the object-choice model prior 
to immigration if they were upper middle-class. Almost all participants who originally 
viewed homosexuality through the activo/passivo framework, over time transitioned to 
identifying more with the object-choice model after coming into contact with the gay 
Latino community in the U.S.  
In addition to differences between ethnic minority and white LGBTQ individuals 
in their identification as gay, there may be differences in the importance these groups 
ascribe to their ethnic identification. Meyer (2010) explored the relative importance of 
identity for LGBTQ White and ethnic minority individuals. He found that the White 
people in his sample identified sexual orientation as a principal aspect of their identity, 
but tended to identify less strongly with their ethnic identity, whereas LGBTQ ethnic 
minorities identified strongly with both identities. 
 
Coming Out 
The notion that coming out is synonymous with a healthy sexual minority identity 
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has been hypothesized to be discordant with the collectivist values of some ethnic 
minorities, potentially leaving them feeling marginalized within the LGBTQ community. 
Indeed, in their sample of sample of 178 LGB individuals (85 women, 93 men; 50% 
ethnic minority) Moradi and colleagues (2010b) found lower levels of disclosure to 
family and religious community among ethnic minority participants as compared to 
Whites. Interestingly, although disclosure rates were lower, the participants reported no 
significant differences in internalized homophobia. Grov, Bimbi, Nanin, and Parsons 
(2006) also found that among their 2,733 participants, the 1,038 ethnic minorities (38% 
of the sample) were less likely than their mainstream counterparts to have come out to 
their parents. However, with their sample of 421 Latina, Black, and White lesbians (211 
or 50% ethnic minority) Parks, Hughes, and Matthews (2004) found no differences by 
ethnicity among lesbian women in disclosure to family. They found that Latina and Black 
lesbian women were less likely to have disclosed to nonfamily members. Latina and 
Black lesbians in this sample tended to have been out for longer, but to less people. 
Rosario, Schrimshaw, and Hunter (2004) also found that among their sample of 156 LGB 
youths ages 14 to 21 years (78% ethnic minority), Black and Latino LGBTQ youths were 
out to fewer people. Furthermore, Black youths were less likely to be involved in gay-
related social activities.  
Dube and Savin-Williams (1999) found that the “timing and sequence” of 
milestones in sexual minority identity development differed among men of varying ethnic 
minority backgrounds. Ethnic differences existed in when men first became aware of 
their same-sex attractions, when they first had gay sex, whether they first identified as 
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gay and then engaged in gay sex or vice versa, whether they also had sex with females, 
and whether they were out to others. This was in spite of the fact that the men did not 
differ along lines of ethnicity when it came to their levels of internalized homophobia, 
suggesting that no ethnic group was healthier or experienced a greater degree of 
integration of their identities. In another study, this one focusing on lesbian identity 
development, Parks and colleagues (2004) found that Latinas and Black women differed 
from White women in the age at which these milestones were reached. They first began 
to question their sexual identity at a younger age than White women, took longer to 
identify as lesbian, came out at a younger age, but were less likely to have shared their 
sexual orientation with people outside their families.  
 
Gaps in the Extant Literature and Guidelines for Emerging Research 
 
Very little research has been conducted to date on the identities, values, and 
experiences of ethnic minorities who identify as LGBTQ, or who have sexual or romantic 
relationships with people of the same sex. Huang and colleagues (2010) integrated the 
results of various existing content analyses to provide an overview of the literature on 
LGBTQ ethnic minorities. They described two reviews in the counseling psychology 
literature: one examining the literature on ethnic minorities (Delgado-Romero, Galvan, 
Maschino, & Rowland, 2005, as cited in Huang et al., 2010) and the other examining the 
literature on sexual orientation (Phillips et al., 2003, as cited in Huang et al., 2010). 
Huang and colleagues also described a content analysis that examined the broader 
LGBTQ literature (Boehmer, 2002, as cited in Huang et al., 2010). The authors observed 
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that research articles in recent years have increased their reporting of participants’ 
race/ethnicity much more than their reporting of participants’ sexual orientation. 
Furthermore, almost no articles reported on the intersection of race/ethnicity and sexual 
orientation. The authors noted that relatively few studies have been conducted 
specifically targeting LGBTQ ethnic minorities and that LGBTQ ethnic minorities’ 
presence in the extant literature remains largely invisible and is generally assumed to be 
nonexistent. 
The articles by DeBlaere and colleagues (2010) and Huang and colleagues (2010) 
also outlined recommendations for furthering the body of literature on LGBTQ ethnic 
minorities. Several domains of concern were identified that researchers should consider 
in reviewing, designing, implementing, and reporting their research with these 
populations. Those domains include: theoretical foundation, types of research represented 
(e.g., empirical, nonempirical, quantitative, qualitative, etc.), recruitment and data 
collection strategies employed (e.g., use of internet, community-based organizations, 
etc.), populations represented (e.g., ethnicities included, and the inclusion or exclusion of 
immigrants and transgendered participants), topics examined, measures and terminology 
used, strategies for defining demographic variables, statistical techniques implemented, 
and finally considerations for the dissemination of results. 
 
Theoretical Foundation 
DaBlaere and colleagues (2010) highlighted the need for “theoretically informed 
research.” The authors noted that the paucity of current available research makes this 
particularly challenging; however, understanding the theoretical frameworks of existing 
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studies (e.g., risk and resilience, interactive models, etc.) and the empirical support (or 
lack thereof) for such frameworks should drive researcher decisions about the theoretical 
grounding for future studies. The authors contended that extant literature needs further 
empirical investigation to evaluate the appropriateness of existing models of development 
for LGBTQ ethnic minorities. Furthermore, they argued that much of the research has 
used White LGBTQ norms as “frameworks, tools or baselines” for understanding and 
evaluating the experiences of LGBTQ ethnic minorities, which may or may not be 
appropriate for these populations. Researchers must challenge the assumptions implicit in 
the research conducted to date, and develop models based on established empirical 
support if a sound theoretical foundation for considering the perspectives and experiences 
of LGBTQ ethnic minorities is to be developed. 
 
Topics Examined 
Huang and colleagues (2010) went on to report that the research conducted to date 
has “reflected a narrow range of topics.” The little empirical research that exists has 
generally favored topics related to risk and adverse psychosocial outcomes for this 
population (see also DeBlaere et al., 2010) with very few focusing on normative 
development. The nonempirical literature reportedly focused more on issues related to 
identity, coming out, ethnic minority issues, and gender issues. The authors questioned 
where the theoretical basis for the nonempirical articles was drawn from, if not from 
existing empirical literature. They also questioned why so few studies have followed up 
the nonempirical articles discussing identity and other topics with empirical 
investigations into the ideas and suggestions put forth in that literature. 
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Type of Research 
Huang and colleagues (2010) also observed trends in the types of research most 
prevalent in literature on LGBTQ ethnic minorities. They reported that 65% of the extant 
literature included empirical investigations; primarily cross-sectional and quantitative 
studies, though a significant portion included qualitative methods as well. Much less 
frequent were longitudinal, experimental and mixed-method designs. The authors, as well 
as DeBlaere and colleagues (2010) called for studies addressing these gaps in the 
literature; particularly recommending qualitative and mixed method designs.  
 
Recruitment and Data Collection Strategies 
According to Huang and colleagues (2010) as well as Phillips (2010), many 
studies have focused their recruitment efforts on LGBTQ bars and clubs. Phillips asserted 
that such venues may not be the most appropriate access points for LGBTQ ethnic 
minorities in cases where the studies are not examining pertinent topics such as alcohol 
consumption or risk-taking behaviors. Other frequent settings used for data collection 
reportedly included LGBTQ organizations and clinical settings. Phillips and Huang and 
colleagues recommended also recruiting from ethnic minority-focused organizations, 
events, and communities in order to increase access to individuals who may be less 
identified with LGBTQ communities. 
Huang and colleagues also noted that data were most frequently collected in 
person. Interestingly, the authors noted that “only about 10% of empirical studies in this 
analysis used the Internet for recruitment, and only about 6% used it for data collection.” 
The internet, they suggested, is an important potential resource for the recruitment of 
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participants who may not be involved in LGBTQ organizations and/or who may not be 
willing to “come out” to researchers, as is required by in-person data collection methods.  
 
Measures Used 
In their reaction to The Counseling Psychologist special issue on Centralizing the 
Experiences of LGBTQ People of Color in Counseling Psychology, Zea (2010) cited the 
opposition of Moradi and colleagues (2010a, 2010b) to the use of study-specific 
measures and contended that it may be appropriate to use study-specific measures to 
understand the experiences of LGBTQ ethnic minorities. Zea noted that most scales 
currently under use in the psychological literature have been developed on and for 
majority group members and may not be appropriate for LGBTQ ethnic minorities. In 
spite of the objections of Moradi and colleagues (2010a, 2010b), Zea argued that the use 
of study specific measures “may be a strength rather than a weakness” of literature on 
LGBTQ ethnic minorities. The author advocated for the development of new, more 
appropriate scales “which can then be scrutinized in terms of reliability, validity, and 
ethnic relevance.”  
Meyer (2010) argued that, through the use of instruments created with the 
assumption that identity conflict exists, researchers perpetuate this bias and fail to capture 
the experiences of those individuals who do hold a “coherent unified sense of the self.” 
This perspective closely aligns with the admonitions of Bowleg (2008), who argued that 
research questions must be designed in such a way that they readily and deliberately 
assess for intersections of identity, and intentionally avoid additive language. Bowleg 
uses the example that a researcher should ask questions about a participant’s experience 
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as “a black lesbian woman” rather than inquiring about “race, gender and/or sexual 
orientation” because, the author contended, the use of the conjunctions “and” and “or” 
indicate to the participant an expectation that they should present their experiences 
“serially…or that these identities could or should be separated.” DeBlaere and colleagues 
(2010) likewise recommended exploring with participants whether they experience 
discriminatory events as pertinent to their ethnic, gender, or sexual identity exclusively, 
or as pertinent to all their identities in combination and in interaction. These 
considerations are not frequently taken into account in the psychological literature, which 
to date has included very little truly intersectional methodology. 
 
Strategies for Defining Demographic Variables: 
A Consideration of Labels and Terminology 
The article by Huang and colleagues (2010) outlined specific recommendations 
for defining the demographic variables under study. With regard to the assessment of 
sexual orientation, the authors suggested using both self-identification and behavioral 
definitions in tandem to arrive at a more comprehensive understanding of participants’ 
identities. They contended that the use of only behavioral terminology has at times 
occurred as a function of researchers’ bias toward the greater risk perspective particularly 
in studies focusing on gay and bisexual men. In addition, they argued that it may 
contribute to the further marginalization and invisibility of men of color who do identify 
with LGBTQ labels. They noted that the use of behavioral terms excludes participants 
who are not sexually active. Finally, the authors argued that a strict focus on behavior 
“may deny the sociopolitical meaning of LGBTQ identity and people of color’s roles in 
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the LGBTQ rights movement.” 
Harper and colleagues (2004) found that some ethnic minorities viewed LGBTQ 
identity as a “westernized White middle class phenomena.” According to the authors, 
labels that may be accepted by White LGBTQ people may not be applicable or 
acceptable to LGBTQ ethnic minorities. Indeed, Moradi and colleagues (2010a, 2010b) 
cited Garnets (2002), stating that “LGB identification may be perceived to reflect 
assimilation into the dominant and oppressive culture.” DeBlaere and colleagues (2010) 
also noted some differences in terminology among the various U.S. ethnic groups. 
However, Meyer (2010) countered that, although researchers should take cultural norms, 
values, and habits into account, they should not lose sight of the fact that ethnic 
minorities in the United States are still aware of and involved in the larger United States 
cultural context at least to some extent, and are therefore likely to be influenced by 
dominant U.S. cultural norms and values as well as the values of their ethnic 
communities. The author noted that the consideration of terminology is not only, or even 
particularly, important for ethnic minorities because of the overlapping cultural contexts, 
and also because sensitivity regarding labels and terminology is important in the case of 
research with LGBTQ people who are White as well.  
Meyer went on to describe portrayals of LGBTQ ethnic minorities put forth in the 
psychological literature, as well as in the popular media, that convey the message that 
heterosexist stigma and the resulting al of LGBTQ identity are “unique social cultural 
phenomena” occurring particularly in Latino and Black communities, and particularly for 
men. He described accounts presented on the Oprah show of Black and Latino males, 
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purportedly driven by machismo or the down-low culture who deny their gay identities. 
Meyer argued that such accounts put unfair focus on heterosexist stigma in communities 
of color, thus “ignoring similar phenomena among Whites.” On a related note, Huang and 
colleagues (2010) argued that the greater risk perspective perpetuated in much of the 
literature to date has been born in part from the assumption that ethnic minority 
communities are characterized by greater heterosexist stigma than is mainstream U.S. 
culture. Thus, it seems important to balance the desire to accurately reflect potential 
labels of choice for LGBTQ ethnic minorities in defining their sexual orientation, while 
avoiding pigeonholing participants into narrowly defined conception of identity that 
researchers may develop based in part on stereotypes portrayed in the literature and 
popular culture. 
 
Populations Represented 
Huang and colleagues (2010) found that the vast majority of empirical articles on 
LGBTQ ethnic minorities included samples of African American or Latino males, most 
often living in urban areas of California, New York, Illinois, and Florida. Studies 
including other ethnic minority groups were much less common. Ethnic minority groups 
that were especially underrepresented included Native Americans and multiracial 
individuals. Fewer studies focused on women than on men, and very few were conducted 
in nonmetropolitan areas with potentially less accessible LGBTQ populations. 
Transgendered samples were rarely included. Few studies focused on bisexual 
identification as well. Thus, the authors recommended the inclusion of less frequently 
represented ethnic minority groups, bisexuals, women, and rural samples.  
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A population that may especially warrant special consideration in emerging 
research is those who identify as bisexual. Phillips (2010) noted that monosexist 
paradigms (“monosexism being the notion that being attracted to either men or women is 
preferable to…being attracted to both”) are prevalent in the extant literature. The author 
pointed out the difficulty of using scales with bisexual individuals that have been 
designed for lesbian, gay, or straight individuals, providing the example that bisexual 
individuals may experience discomfort related to their sexual orientation in different 
ways depending on immediate context. They may at times experience discomfort about 
their other-sex attractions, not only about same-sex attractions, as some measures and 
some researchers might assume.  
Another important point is raised by the longitudinal research of Diamond (2008) 
with 79 nonheterosexual women (15% ethnic minority), which indicates that at least 
female sexuality may be much more fluid than previously believed, with women 
changing preferred identity labels among: bisexual, lesbian, heterosexual, and unlabeled; 
and with a trend toward greater preference for “unlabeled” over time. Diamond also cited 
Savin-Williams (2005) in asserting that, at least for LGBTQ youth, the current trend 
toward preferring “unlabeled” sexual orientation status reflects “an overarching 
philosophy embracing noncategorical, nongender-based models of sexuality.” Likewise, 
in their qualitative research, Parker, Adams, and Phillips (2007) found that for many of 
the 39 participants (ethnicity not reported) in their study, some men and women who 
would traditionally be labeled bisexual, a non-dichotomous worldview and identity is a 
better fit. 
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With regard to transgendered individuals Huang and colleagues (2010) 
highlighted the debate in the literature about whether to include transgender people in 
studies focused on LGBTQ people, or to examine issues of gender and sexual orientation 
separately. Transgender ethnic minorities represent a severely underrepresented group in 
the literature. However, the authors noted that “adding T to the acronym does not equate 
substantive inclusion of transgender persons.” Moradi and colleagues (2010a, 2010b) also 
grappled with this question in their study, and ultimately concluded it was best to include 
“T” in the LGBTQ acronym only when discussing issues directly pertinent to the 
transgender population. They aimed to avoid what they perceive to be a common pitfall 
in the extant literature: purporting to represent transgender populations when in actuality 
they have been lumped in with the broader LGBTQ community with potential important 
distinctions going unnoticed. 
Finally, Huang and colleagues (2010) discussed considerations surrounding the 
inclusion or exclusion of immigrants in research on LGBTQ ethnic minorities in the U.S. 
They suggested that immigrants should be considered separately for several reasons. 
First, “construct equivalence” should not be assumed when moving between cultures, 
given that ethnic identification may not have the same meaning across cultures. This may 
also be true for LGBTQ identification. Also, while some participants are members of 
disenfranchised ethnic groups in the U.S., they may not be minorities in their countries of 
origin (e.g., Chinese people as a minority group in the U.S., but not in China); therefore, 
the intersection of their ethnic and sexual orientation identities may take on different 
meanings depending on immediate context. 
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Statistical Techniques Implemented 
Bowleg (2008) highlighted some of the challenges with analyzing data on 
intersecting identities, whether using qualitative or quantitative methodology, because of 
the underlying additive nature inherent in research strategies used in the behavioral 
sciences to date. The author explained that a thorough coding of qualitative data would 
necessarily involve an initial refinement of the responses made by LGBTQ participants of 
color into additive categories (as the smallest possible unit of analysis) in order to isolate 
and understand the meaning of each identity a participant possesses. In later stages of the 
coding process, Bowleg described how those responses can be coded into categories 
based on interactions among several factors (e.g., ethnicity, sexual orientation, gender).  
Bowleg also provided the quantitative example of a two-way ANOVA, in which 
the presence of significant main effects with large effect sizes decreases the likelihood of 
finding a significant interaction effect because the main effect in itself accounts for a 
substantial portion of the variance explained. The author argued that the potential 
considerable impact of several forces of prejudice and discrimination in LGBTQ ethnic 
minorities’ lives, theoretically both in addition to and in interaction with each other, 
makes this an important concern for the analysis of intersectional data. Bowleg argued: 
“Statisticians rooted in positivistic paradigms developed statistical assumptions of 
linearity, unidimensionality of measures, uncorrelated error components and the 
like…that do not reflect the real world complexities of intersections of race, sex/ 
gender and sexual orientation. In short, we need new analytical tools and 
strategies to assist us in understanding the complexities of intersectionality. (2008, 
p. 320). 
 
Bowleg and other intersectional researchers (see also DeBlaere et al., 2010; Zea, 
2010) call for the use of innovative and more complex qualitative and statistical methods 
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for capturing the experiences of LGBTQ ethnic minorities. DeBlaere and colleagues 
recommended methodologies that can facilitate the “generation, evaluation, and 
refinement” of new theories.  
 
Dissemination of Results 
DeBlaere and colleagues (2010) highlighted several important considerations in 
the dissemination of the results of research conducted with LGBTQ ethnic minorities. 
The authors advised researchers to assess and report ethnicity in LGBTQ research, and 
sexual orientation in research with ethnic minorities, to make more visible the presence of 
LGBTQ ethnic minorities in their samples. DeBlaere and colleagues also argued that 
researchers should define and report their criteria for including or excluding certain 
individuals in their study. The authors provided the example of a hypothetical study 
examining experiences of Latino MSM, “described as including men who have engaged 
in recent same-gender sexual behavior.” The authors stressed the importance of clearly 
defining what it is meant by “recent” and “sexual behavior.” If instead participants’ self-
reported identification is used to define demographic variables, DeBlaere and colleagues 
called for reporting exactly how self-reported identification was solicited (e.g., were 
participants asked open-ended questions or provided a checklist?). Another 
recommendation of the authors was that, particularly in the case of small sample sizes, 
researchers “present findings with appropriate cautions” and report the effect sizes 
observed, so that the reader can understand limitations on generalizability as well as the 
potential impact of limited power to detect any true differences that may exist. Consistent 
with common practice in qualitative literature, DeBlaere and colleagues also suggested 
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that even in quantitative studies researchers should discuss their own paradigms and 
biases and how those perspectives may impact the research they conduct. They 
recommended soliciting feedback from advisors and consultants outside the research 
team, as well as from LGBTQ ethnic minorities about the research questions, materials, 
and findings. Finally, the authors recommended bringing the results back to the 
communities of interest wherever possible, while remaining open to being contacted by 
individuals interested in their research in the future. They advised researchers to make 
themselves aware of resources, organizations, and educational materials they can share 
with individuals who express interest in finding more information. 
Identity is clearly a complex and multifaceted construct, and only becomes 
increasingly more complex in view of all the various permutations possible when 
considering ethnic identity and LGBTQ identification. What remains to be answered is 
the question: How do ethnic minority individuals who have sex with or engage in 
romantic relationships with members of the same sex, experience the intersection of their 
multiple oppressed identity statuses? To what extent do individuals belonging to multiple 
minority groups experience double jeopardy and protective factors relative to their 
multiply oppressed identities? The findings thus far appear to be mixed. Also, it remains 
to be discovered what factors influence the endorsement of mainstream LGBTQ or 
heterosexual ethnic minority values. To what extent are these individuals able to integrate 
their identities into a meaningful, cohesive sense of self? This emergent literature is 
clearly ripe with opportunities for further exploration and clarification. The proposed 
study aims to begin to provide a clearer picture of the experiences of individuals who 
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identify with both oppressed groups, gaining some insight into the following questions. 
1. What are the labels LGBTQ ethnic minorities use to describe their identities?  
a. Do they perceive that existing labels are a good fit for their identities? 
2. What are the patterns with which LGBTQ ethnic minorities endorse values, 
behaviors, and experiences related to their LGBTQ ethnic minority identity? 
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CHAPTER III 
 
METHODS 
 
 
Recruitment and Identification of Participants 
 
Participants for this study were 93 adults who self-identified as members of 
sexual orientation or gender identity minority groups or who engage in same-sex 
relationships, and who self-identify as ethnic minorities. Participants were recruited via 
email through listservs and email addresses obtained from LGBTQ support program 
directors, gay-straight alliances, and multicultural student services web pages at 
universities nation-wide. Participants were also contacted through agencies listed on the 
website for the national human rights campaign (HRC), a grassroots organization that 
advocates and campaigns for LGBTQ rights. Information regarding the study and 
instructions for accessing the online survey were sent to potential participants via email. 
Following the recommendations of Huang and colleagues (2010), recruitment also took 
place via advertisements or information regarding the study provided on the social 
networking site Facebook with a link to the study included so that interested individuals 
could participate in the study anonymously by simply clicking the link. Additionally, 200 
flyers were distributed in person at Salt Lake City, Utah’s LGBTQ Pride Festival held in 
June 2011. The treatment of participants conformed to APA guidelines, as well as the 
guidelines of the Utah State University Institutional Review Board. Tables 2 through 4 
provide summaries of demographic information. The IRB-approved letter of information 
and recruitment materials are provided in Appendices A and B. 
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Table 2 
 
Frequencies: Demographics (N = 93) 
 
Variables n %  Variable n % 
Age    Relationship status   
 18-19 14 15   Single 49 53 
 20-29 61 66   Committed relationship 27 29 
 30-39 12 13   Cohabitating 8 9 
 40-49 4 4   Polyamorous /open relationship 4 4 
 50-59 1 1   Divorced 2 2 
 60-69 1 1   Dating 2 2 
    Married 1 1 
Spiritual or religious affiliation 
 None 28 30   Pagan or neo pagan  2 2 
 Agnostic 17 18   Witchcraft 1 1 
 Multiple answers 12 13   Quaker  1 1 
 Catholic 11 11   Muslim 1 1 
 Protestant 10 11   UFBL spirituality 1 1 
 Christian 3 3   Traditional Native American 1 1 
 Buddhist 2 2   Animism 1 1 
 Spiritual/spiritual but not religious 2 2    
    International student  
College student     Yes 3 3 
 Yes 54 58   No 69 74 
 No 39 42   Missing 21 23 
       
Education    Income   
 High school 6 7   Under 10,000 45 48 
 Some college 33 36   10-20,000 14 15 
 2 year degree 7 8   20-30,000 12 13 
 4 year degree 25 27   30-40,000 3 3 
 Graduate school 21 23   40-50,000 3 3 
 Technical/trade  1 1   50-60,000 4 4 
     60-70,000 2 2 
     70-80,000 3 3 
     80-90,000 2 2 
     Over 100,000 3 3 
     Missing 2 2 
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Table 3 
 
Frequencies: State of Residence (N = 93) 
 
State n % State n % 
California 28 30 Michigan 2 2 
Arizona 8 9 Louisiana 2 2 
Washington 7 8 Wisconsin 2 2 
New York 4 4 North Carolina 2 2 
Colorado 3 3 Maryland 2 2 
Massachusetts 3 3 Alabama 1 1 
Oregon 3 3 Texas 1 1 
Utah 3 3 Oklahoma 1 1 
Pennsylvania 3 3 West Virginia 1 1 
Illinois 3 3 Florida 1 1 
Missouri 3 3 Maine 1 1 
Alaska 2 2 Virginia 1 1 
Ohio 2 2 Minnesota 1 1 
New Jersey 2 2 No response 1 1 
 
 
Table 4 
 
Frequencies: Household Composition (N = 93) 
  
Variable n % Variable n % 
With whom do you live?   With whom do you live?   
 Female partner only 7 8  Male partner only 7 8 
 Female partner and children 2 2  Male partner and children 1 1 
 Female partner and immediate 
family 
1 1  Male partner, immediate 
family, and roommates/ friends 
1 1 
 Female partner and roommates/ 
friends 
1 1  Transgender partner only 1 1 
 Immediate family 27 29  Transgender partner and 
roommates/friends 
1 1 
 Roommates and/or friends 25 27  Immediate family and 
friends/roommates 
2 2 
 Immediate family, extended 
family, and friends/roommates 
1 1    
Number of Children      
 None 82 89    
 1 3 3    
 2 2 2    
 No response 6 6    
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Procedures and Instrumentation 
 
Participants completed anonymous questionnaires online. Upon accessing the 
survey site, participants viewed the letter of information, clicking on a button labeled 
“continue” at the bottom of the letter of information to indicate informed consent to 
participate. They were then routed to the demographics questionnaire (see Appendix C) 
and survey measures (see Appendix D), followed by a Q-sort task (see Appendix D).  
Participants completed the Q-sort task via an online survey software package, 
Flash-Q. The Q-sort task consisted of a series of 64 statements developed based on the 
existing literature on ethnic and sexual minority identity development. Statements were 
designed to assess cultural values, experiences of conflict or struggle with integrating 
sexual identity with ethnic identity, and reciprocal or interacting influences of multiple 
identities. Pilot testing was conducted with a panel of four individuals identifying as 
ethnic minorities attracted to the same sex, all of whom were familiar with the extant 
literature on LGBTQ ethnic minorities. Panel members were asked to complete a form 
online indicating for each item: whether they would keep the item as is, keep it but edit it, 
or not keep the item. A paragraph text box was provided for every item to allow them to 
give more detailed feedback. Statements were revised according to the feedback solicited 
and submitted to the Utah State University Institutional Review Board for approval 
before being included in the Q-Sort task. 
In the Q-sort task, participants were presented with the 64 statements, which they 
organized into a histogram representing the degree to which they agree or disagree, or 
feel neutral about each statement (see Appendix E for an example). This resulted in a 
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unique distribution of the statements for each participant. After completing the task, they 
were given the opportunity to provide any qualitative reactions to the statements they 
might want to provide. They were then given the option to submit their email addresses to 
be stored in a separate database, in order to receive their $10 online gift certificate and/or 
receive a summary of results.  
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CHAPTER IV 
 
RESULTS 
 
 
This results section is divided into three primary sections that include (a) a 
preliminary descriptive analysis of gender identity, sexual orientation, and ethnic identity 
labels; (b) preliminary descriptive analyses of sexual orientation histories; and (c) by-
person Principal Components Analysis of Q-Sort responses. 
 
Preliminary Descriptive Analyses 
 
Ethnicity/Race 
Participants indicated their ethnicity/race through three questions. The first 
question asked in multiple choice format whether participants identified as: (a) Native 
American/American Indian, (b) Black or African American, (c) Latina/o, Chicana/o, or 
Hispanic, (d) Asian American, (e) Pacific Islander, (f) Native Alaskan, (g) White/ 
Caucasian, or (h) other. To be inclusive of multiracial individuals, participants were 
permitted to select more than one multiple choice option. The “other” option provided a 
text box to enable participants to further clarify other. Of the 93 participants, 41 (44.1%) 
selected multiple ethnicity/race labels. The second largest group were Asian Americans 
(n = 21, 22.6%). The results of the multiple choice question are presented in Table 5. 
Next, participants were asked to further specify their ethnicity/race, if applicable, 
through an open ended question. This was designed to allow participants to identify their 
country(ies) of origin or ancestry or tribe(s), where applicable. Of the 93 participants, 57 
(61.3%) further specified their ethnicity/race. Of that 57, 31 (33.3% of the total sample,  
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Table 5 
 
Ethnicity/Race Multiple Choice Frequencies (N = 93) 
 
Ethnicity/race n % Ethnicity/race n % 
Multiracial 41 44.1 Native American 3 3.2 
Asian American 21 22.6 Native Alaskan 2 2.2 
Black or African American 13 14.0 Pacific Islander 1 1.1 
Latina/o, Chicana/o, Hispanic 12 12.9    
 
 
or 54.4% of those who answered the question) reported multiple labels; therefore, the 
total number of responses adds up to more than 57. Two participants included 
descriptions of their skin tone or perceived ethnicity. One participant specified their 
ethnicity as “mixed race, Lebanese/Puerto Rican, light skinned” while another identified 
as “Mexican and German, more often ‘marked’ or ‘read’ as white than Chicana.” Finally, 
participants were asked to indicate their preferred label or description to describe their 
ethnicity/race. The most common responses are provided in Tables 6 and 7.  
 
Gender 
Participants indicated their gender first by responding to a multiple choice item 
that provided the following options: male, female, transgender (female identified), 
transgender (male identified), and other. The “other” option also included a text box in 
which participants could provide open-ended responses to clarify. Of the 93 participants 
who responded, 47 participants identified as female, including 44 (47.3%) cisgender 
(cisgender meaning “individuals who have a match between the gender they were 
assigned at birth, their bodies, and their personal identity” according to Schilt & 
Westbrook, 2009) and 3 (3.2%) transgender females. Thirty-one participants identified as  
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Table 6 
 
Ethnicity/Race Further Specified 
 
Ethnicity/race n %  Ethnicity/race n % 
Chinese 11 11.8  Hispanic 1 1.1 
 Chinese Hakka 1 1.1   Mexican, Mex. American or Chican/o 10 10.8 
 Fukienese 1 1.1   Salvadoran 2 2.2 
 lu Mein 1 1.1   Ecuadorian 2 2.2 
Filipino 7 7.5   Dominican 2 2.2 
Taiwanese 1 1.1   Puerto Rican 1 1.1 
Vietnamese 5 5.4   Chilean 1 1.1 
Japanese 5 5.4  Guyanese 1 1.1 
Korean 2 2.2  Greek 1 1.1 
Indian American 1 1.1  White or Caucasian 9 9.7 
Lebanese 1 1.1   Irish 5 5.4 
Native American or First Nations 4 4.3   English/British 1 1.1 
 Apache 3 3.2   German 2 2.2 
 Navajo 1 1.1   Italian 1 1.1 
 Kiowa 1 1.1   French 1 1.1 
 Choctaw 1 1.1   French Canadian 1 1.1 
 Blackfeet 1 1.1   Catalan 1 1.1 
Shawnee  1 1.1   Polish 2 2.2 
 Comanche 1 1.1      
 Ohlone/Coastanoan Rumsen Carmel 1 1.1     
Hawaiian 1 1.1  Mixed/ Multiracial/ Biracial 8 8.5 
African American 1 1.1  Creole 1 1.1 
Black 3 3.2     
Afro-Cuban/Black Caribbean/W. Indian 1 1.1  No answer 37 39.9 
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Table 7 
Open-Ended Question: What is Your Preferred Label or Description to Describe Your 
Ethnicity? (N = 93) 
 
Preferred ethnic label n %   n % 
Chinese 11 12  Hispanic 1 1 
 Chinese Hakka 1 1   Mexican, Mex. American or Chican/o 10 11 
 Fukienese 1 1   Salvadoran 2 2 
 lu Mein 1 1   Ecuadorian 2 2 
Filipino 8    Dominican 2 2 
Taiwanese 1 1   Puerto Rican 1 1 
Vietnamese 5 5   Cuban 1 1 
Japanese 5 5   Central American 1 1 
Korean 2 2   Chilean 1 1 
Indian American 1 1  White 9 10 
Lebanese 1 1  Irish 4 4 
Native American or First Nations 3 3  English/British 2 2 
 Apache 3 3  German 2 2 
 Navajo 1 1  Italian 1 1 
 Kiowa 1 1  French 1 1 
 Choctaw 1 1  French Canadian 1 1 
 Blackfeet 1 1  Scots-Irish 1 1 
Shawnee  1 1  Spaniard 1 1 
 Creole 1 1   Catalan 1 1 
 Metis 1 1  Greek 1 1 
 Comanche 1 1  Polish 2 2 
 Ohlone/Coastanoan Rumsen Carmel 1 1  African American 2 2 
 Hawaiian 1 1  Mixed/ Multiracial/ Biracial 6  
 Black 2 2     
 Afro-Cuban/Black Carribean/W. 
Indian 
1 1  No answer 36 39 
 Guyanese 1 1     
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male, including 27 (29.0%) cisgender and 4 (4.3%) transgender males. Twenty (23.66%) 
participants selected “other” and provided further description of their gender identity. 
Table 8 summarizes the multiple choice responses. 
In addition to the multiple choice question, an open-ended question asked “What 
is your preferred label to describe your sexual orientation or gender identity?” Thirty-four 
(36.56%) participants identified a preferred gender identity label. Eighteen different 
labels emerged, with the most common preferred labels being “femme” (n = 4, 4.30%) 
and male or cisgender male (n = 4, 4.30%). Table 9 provides a summary of the preferred 
gender identity labels of participants. 
 
Sexual Orientation 
Participants indicated their sexual orientation via three questions designed to 
assess preferred sexual orientation label (if any), as well as attraction. First, participants 
 
Table 8 
Gender Identity Multiple Choice (N = 93) 
Gender identity n % Gender identity n % 
Female (cisgender) 44 47.3 Male (cisgender) 27 29.0 
Female (transgender 3 3.2 Male (transgender) 4 4.3 
Other (description written in)    20 23.7 
 Genderqueer 7 7.5    
 Femme/queer femme 2 2.2 Genderqueer/transmasculine 1 1.1 
 Queer 2 2.2 Genderqueer tomboy femme 1 1.1 
 Genderqueer female 1 1.1 None 1 1.1 
 Transgender (unspecified) 1 1.1 None 1 1.1 
 Androgynous 1 1.1    
 Gender nonconforming/transFag 1 1.1 No response 1 1.1 
Note. Some participants wrote in multiple answers; therefore, the total n adds up to more than 93. 
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Table 9 
 
Gender Identity Open-Ended (N = 93) 
 
Gender identity n % Gender identity n % 
Femme 4 4.3 Non-binary 1 1.1 
Male/cisgender male 4 4.3 Transquestioning 1 1.1 
Genderqueer 3 3.2 Androgynous 1 1.1 
Transgender 3 3.2 Third gender 1 1.1 
Female 3 3.2 Lady identified 1 1.1 
Woman 3 3.2 Part of the trans spectrum 1 1.1 
Two-spirit 2 2.2 Gender fierce 1 1.1 
Transgender male/transman 2 2.2 TransFag 1 1.1 
Butch 1 1.1    
Buth-fairy 1 1.1 Did not report 59 63 
Note. Some participants wrote in multiple answers; therefore, the total n adds up to more than 93. 
 
 
indicated their sexual orientation through a multiple choice question: What label if any 
best describes your sexual orientation? The options provided were: gay, lesbian, bisexual, 
pansexual, queer, questioning, heterosexual (straight), unsure, I do not identify with any 
label, or other. The “other” option provided a space for participants to write in their own 
labels. The most common label chosen was queer, with 37 (39.8%) of participants 
selecting it. Gay was the second most popular at 16 (17.2%). Five participants wrote in 
answers under “other”: three participants wrote in “asexual,” one wrote in “bi but lesbian 
leaning” and another wrote in “biromantic asexual.” See Table 10 for a summary of 
responses.  
On the open-ended question about participants’ preferred sexual orientation 
identity labels, one participant indicated that they prefer not to use labels, and another 
wrote that they “haven’t settled on a label that adequately describes my sexual  
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Table 10 
 
Sexual Orientation Multiple Choice (N = 93) 
 
Sexual orientation n %  Sexual orientation n % 
Queer 37 39.8  Do not identify with any label 3 3.2 
Gay 16 17.2  Unsure 3 3.2 
Bisexual 11 11.8  Heterosexual 2 2.2 
 Bi but lesbian leaning 1 1.1  Questioning 1 1.1 
Lesbian 10 10.8     
Pansexual 6 6.5     
Asexual 4 4.3    
 Biromantic Asexual 1 1.1    
 
 
orientation.” A third participant explained the difference in her identification when in 
China and Thailand, versus the United States: 
Lesbian...but in [China] and [Thailand] I have a different preference.... I hope 
[you] guys know there is a so called “different identity in the [Asian] 
communities” such as the lesbian community in [China] or [Taiwan].  
 
Next, participants were asked to indicate to whom they are sexually or romantically 
attracted (see Table 11). The options provided were: only same-sex attracted, only other-
sex attracted, mostly same-sex attracted, mostly other-sex attracted, or equally same and 
other-sex (n = 27, 29%). Eleven (12%) participants wrote in a response other than those 
provided. attracted, or “other.” The largest group of participants (n = 34, 37%) reported 
that they were mostly same-sex attracted, with the second largest group being exclusively 
same-sex attracted Finally, participants reported on their sexual orientation through an 
open-ended question. This yielded 29 different sexual orientation labels (see Table 12). 
Participants also reported on some aspects of their sexual orientation/gender  
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Table 11 
 
Sexual or Romantic Attraction Multiple Choice (N = 93) 
 
Sexual or romantic attraction n % 
Only same-sex attracted 27 29 
Mostly same-sex attracted 34 37 
Equally same and other-sex attracted 14 15 
Mostly other-sex attracted 7 8 
Only other sex attracted 0 0 
Other (response written in) 11 12 
 All genders/all people/sex isn’t a factor /multiple gender identities 5 5 
 Asexual/Mostly asexual 2 2 
 Same gender and genderqueer/transgender  2 2 
 Genderqueer/Transgender 1 1 
 Fluid 1 1 
 
 
 
 
identity history. As presented in Tables 13-16, the average age at which participants 
recognized or admitted their sexual orientations to themselves was about 15 years old, 
and they generally had their first same-sex relationships around age 18. Often the most 
common first person they came out to was their mother, followed closely by other 
immediate family members. In terms of degree of disclosure, participants were much 
more out with LGBTQ friends than other people they knew. They were also more out 
with heterosexual friends, siblings, coworkers, peers, and parents than with supervisors or 
faculty, healthcare providers, their religious community (where applicable), or their 
extended family. Most frequently, it was participants themselves who disclosed their 
sexual orientation or gender identities to people in their lives. It was much less common 
that they were “outed” by others. 
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Table 12 
 
Sexual Orientation Open-Ended (N = 93) 
 
Sexual orientation n % 
Queer 37 40 
Gay 14 15 
Lesbian 10 11 
Bisexual 10 11 
Pansexual  7 8 
Fluid 3 3 
Asexual 2 2 
Homosexual 1 1 
Prefer human/prefer no labels 1 1 
Queer Woman/Person of Color 1 1 
Asexual Lesbian 1 1 
Bi-Curious 1 1 
Bi-Romantic 1 1 
Demisexual 1 1 
Ex-gay 1 1 
Fag 1 1 
Have not found label that fits 1 1 
Homoromantic Asexual 1 1 
Lesbian Mom 1 1 
Non-monosexual 1 1 
Not straight, attracted to same sex 1 1 
Open 1 1 
Panromantic 1 1 
Polyamorous 1 1 
Pomosexual 1 1 
Straight, attracted to same sex as well 1 1 
Prefer same sex, attracted to other sex as well 1 1 
Whoremosexual 1 1 
   
Did not report 15 16 
Note. Some participants wrote in multiple answers; therefore, the total 
n adds up to more than 93. 
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Table 13  
Means and SDs: Age at First Relational/Sexual Experience  
 
Relational/sexual experience n M SD Range 
Recognized or admitted sexual orientation or gender identity to self  93 15.36 4.81 2-28 
First same-sex relationship 71 18.28 3.85 7-28 
First other sex relationship 60 16.47 3.06 8-23 
 
 
Table 14 
 
Means and SDs: Degree of Disclosure 
 
Degree of disclosure n M SD 
LGBTQ friends 92 9.03 2.26 
Heterosexual friends 91 7.78 2.61 
Siblings 90 7.39 3.47 
Coworkers/peers 90 6.71 3.26 
Parents 92 6.24 3.68 
Supervisors/faculty 91 5.86 3.60 
Healthcare providers 92 5.85 3.90 
Religious/spiritual community 87 4.22 3.86 
Aunts, uncles, cousins 89 3.90 3.17 
Grandparents 92 3.06 3.42 
Note. Scale of 1-10. 
 
Table 15  
 
Means and SDs: Age at Disclosure  
 
Age at disclosure n M SD Range 
Mother 70 18.51 4.66 5-29 
Father 61 19.19 5.09 5-35 
Sister(s) 45 18.84 4.08 5-28 
Brother(s) 49 19.73 5.44 5-40 
Friends 85 18.38 4.50 10-35 
Coworkers/peers 68 19.15 4.91 11-35 
Supervisors/faculty 55 20.27 5.51 8-35 
Healthcare providers 41 20.70 4.24 13-31 
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Table 16 
 
Frequencies: Who Disclosed? 
 
 
Self 
───── 
Someone 
else and it 
was okay 
─────── 
Someone else 
and it was not 
okay 
──────── 
They are not 
aware 
─────── 
N/A 
─────── 
Who disclosed n % n % n % n % n % 
Mother 58 62 4 4 7 8 16 17 8 9 
Father 41 44 12 13 6 7 18 19 16 17 
Sister(s) 34 37 11 12 1 1 12 13 32 34 
Brother(s) 34 37 10 11 3 3 14 15 31 33 
Friends 85 91 3 3 1 1 4 4 -- -- 
Coworkers/peers 56 60 14 15 2 2 16 17 4 4 
Supervisors/faculty 44 47 9 10 3 3 28 30 8 9 
Healthcare providers 43 46 1 1 1 1 31 33 17 18 
Other family members 21 23 21 23 5 5 30 32 16 17 
Religious/spiritual community 23 25 -- -- -- -- 25 27 45 58 
 
 
Primary Data Analyses 
 
Q-Sort Responses 
Prior to conducting a principal components analysis, a parallel analysis using a 
Monte Carlo simulation was conducted using the SPSS syntax obtained from O’Connor’s 
(2000) article on determining the number of reliable components to be extracted in factor 
and principal components analyses. Using a comparison of the observed eigenvalues 
from the raw data set to the 95
th
 percentile for eigenvalues drawn from 1,000 random 
permutations from the raw data set, four factors reliably emerged in which the observed 
eigenvalues exceeded the 95
th
 percentile. Thus, principal components analysis with 
Varimax rotation was performed specifying that four factors be extracted.  
Because an N of 93 participants is too large for a Q set containing only 64 items, 
three random subsamples (n = 30, n = 30, n = 33) were drawn from the data set, and all 
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analyses were performed on each of these three subsamples. The data obtained from each 
set of participants’ Q sorts were analyzed using “by-person” factor analysis (or “by-
person” principal components analysis). In this method, correlations are made among 
individual respondents’ distributions of statements, indicating the degree to which 
respondents agree with one another and resulting in a set of unrotated factors (also known 
as principal components). Varimax rotation was performed, and clusters of respondents 
who relate similarly to the factors that emerge were identified (see Exel & Graf, 2005, for 
a more detailed summary of this methodology). Tables 17 through 19 present the results 
of the factor analysis for each subsample. 
The results of the factor analysis were used to identify “factor exemplars” (also 
known as defining variates (Exel & Graaf, 2005); those respondent distributions that best 
represent each factor, as exhibited by a factor loading of .40 or above. Cross-loaders 
(those respondents who loaded significantly onto more than one factor) were not 
considered factor exemplars.  
After factor exemplars were identified for each factor, those participants’ factor 
loadings were used to calculate factor scores for each Q-sort statement. As explained by 
Brown (1991/1992), a statement’s factor score is the weighted average of the 
respondents’ rankings of that item. This average is weighted to account for the fact that 
some respondents load higher than others on a factor, making them better representatives 
of that factor, and therefore should be given more consideration in determining the 
composite score for responses to each statement that are typical of individuals loading 
onto a given factor.  
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Table 17 
Subsample 1: Rotated Component Matrix 
 Component 
─────────────────────────────────────────────── 
Participant ID 1 2 3 4 
gm1218tue 0.648 0.214 0.373 0.035 
ss0607tue 0.383 0.251 0.005 0.634 
ar1123wed 0.102 0.639 0.034 -0.128 
LO0626wed 0.483 0.533 0.318 -0.124 
av0515fri 0.545 0.245 -0.039 0.189 
sc0418fri 0.458 0.293 0.357 -0.184 
sc0418fri 0.105 0.491 0.32 0.092 
tc1015fri 0.187 0.015 0.24 0.687 
mp0824sat -0.017 -0.023 -0.007 0.487 
pj0605sat 0.11 -0.209 -0.362 -0.104 
jl1220wed 0.396 -0.108 0.314 0.432 
sc1118fri 0.518 0.411 0.074 0.1 
cs0603fri 0.075 0.07 0.755 -0.141 
th1107fri 0.172 0.646 0.007 -0.078 
AS0911FRI 0.659 0.516 -0.055 0.052 
lb0213fri 0.544 -0.037 0.198 -0.296 
gk0909sat 0.642 0.102 -0.274 0.165 
hk1008sat -0.107 0.67 0.095 0.222 
ct0323sat 0.251 -0.116 0.662 0.052 
lgw0425sat 0.783 -0.146 0.089 0.067 
ab0918sat -0.061 0.09 0.705 0.262 
ma0516sat 0.557 -0.161 0.129 0.448 
ma0516sat 0.557 -0.161 0.129 0.448 
JG1230SAT 0.594 0.056 0.269 0.011 
ra0922sat 0.177 0.631 -0.077 0.552 
nw0321sat 0.689 0.224 0.206 0.235 
JF0716sat 0.673 0.092 -0.168 0.123 
SN0517Sun 0.272 0.003 -0.014 0.036 
bb0125sun 0.636 0.244 0.211 0.087 
kl1213sat 0.304 0.201 0.384 0.157 
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Table 18 
Subsample 2: Rotated Component Matrix 
 Component 
─────────────────────────────────────────────── 
Participant ID 1 2 3 4 
jfz0214wed 0.468 0.612 0.246 0.214 
jw0402wed 0.647 0.262 -0.29 -0.031 
eo0816fri 0.407 -0.001 0.118 0.483 
ek1212fri -0.101 -0.183 0.542 -0.084 
dh1208sat 0.233 -0.318 0.213 0.025 
kt1109wed -0.028 0.449 -0.253 0.564 
rc0221wed 0.53 0.03 0.246 0.305 
jm0507fri 0.041 0.768 0.012 0.227 
dw0108fri 0.124 0.52 0.505 0.319 
HB1230Sat 0.091 0.588 0.064 0.019 
AP0417Fri 0.618 0.126 0.346 -0.097 
kp1024fri 0.424 0.207 0.59 0.38 
MM1220SAT 0.368 -0.045 0.579 0.021 
nw0514sat -0.004 0.157 0.661 0.046 
mk0704sun 0.695 0.046 -0.088 0.167 
am1114sat 0.25 0.243 0.641 0.352 
tn0901sun 0.507 -0.101 0.122 0.168 
jh0904sun 0.712 0.197 0.187 -0.034 
jp1114sat 0.464 0.373 0.445 0.018 
jh0204sun 0.335 0.216 0.201 0.417 
ss0726sun 0.051 -0.005 -0.125 -0.619 
JI1021sun 0.25 0.269 0.572 0.05 
rb0927tue 0.408 0.349 0.138 0.068 
hg0523fri 0.452 0.614 -0.064 -0.022 
md0905sat 0.798 0.192 0.144 0.282 
ss0101tue 0.029 0.614 0.311 0.013 
bc0717tue 0.512 0.42 0.208 -0.119 
cr0303tue 0.458 0.406 0.369 0.123 
mq0204wed 0.47 0.068 -0.076 0.679 
mv0629wed 0.64 0.013 0.203 0.261 
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Table 19 
Subsample 3: Rotated Component Matrix 
 Component 
─────────────────────────────────────────────── 
Participant ID 1 2 3 4 
ak0717 .443 .657 .088 .080 
mo0430fri .110 .249 .564 -.198 
hp0214fri .516 .547 .015 -.074 
mh1220sat .297 .087 .512 .223 
cb0714sun .300 .604 .289 -.129 
df0318fri .623 -.042 .315 .005 
sb0316fri .721 .222 .008 .148 
tt0513fri .184 .036 .642 .016 
ek0704sat .517 .089 .266 .342 
cw1016sat .080 .780 .016 -.015 
fa0131sat .268 -.070 .548 .251 
ae1213sat -0.98 .396 .507 -.423 
dh1002sun .007 -.006 .011 .596 
nm0401sun .684 .214 -.090 -.198 
tc0409sun .556 .506 .003 .396 
st0217mon .382 .452 .323 .123 
rp0515mon .508 .295 .246 -.075 
ct0719tue .676 .250 .272 .110 
ao0517tue .262 .153 .615 .404 
jp0920thu .162 -.035 .681 .018 
ts0303tue .732 .104 .289 .028 
cm1110wed .699 .154 .173 .260 
ca0719wed -.263 .247 .261 .028 
dm0323sun .506 .224 .223 -.132 
kk1114mon .052 -.091 .002 -.486 
ld1217mon .508 .013 .408 -.138 
vc0304tue .457 .300 .207 -.052 
ts0723tue .425 .058 .388 -.322 
kp0112tue .043 .558 .077 .336 
kj0606tue .263 .769 .211 .022 
dh0324tue .183 .314 .575 -.175 
ju0425wed .504 .033 .338 -.055 
cr1128thu .057 .714 -.050 .044 
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The weighted composite scores are then translated into Q-Scores. Translation into 
Q-Scores is essentially a standardization of the composite scores, to fit the original Q-sort 
scale (-7 to +7). Those statements with the highest composite score are ranked the 
highest-ranking position in the Q-sort template, and those with the lowest composite 
score in the lowest-ranking position in the Q-sort template. What is obtained is a 
theoretical model, called a “Q Model” for each factor. Q Models illustrate the patterns of 
responses obtained, and allow the researcher to predict how individuals whose response 
patterns load similarly on certain factors would be likely to organize their Q-sorts. The Q-
Model for a factor represents how a perfect exemplar of that factor would respond.  
Because of the division of the sample into three subsamples (as discussed above), 
additional analyses were conducted to obtain a composite of the Q-Models across the 
three samples. This was obtained by averaging the standardized Q-Scores for each item 
across the three samples. This resulted in four Q-Models, one for each factor, each 
representing the average of all three samples drawn. These Q-Models are located in 
Appendix E. To make interpreting those tables easier, items on which the participants in 
each sample were not in agreement (as exhibited by the weighted averages of one sample 
indicating agreement or neutrality while one or both of the other samples indicated 
disagreement, for example) were pulled out of the individual Q-Models for each factor 
and presented in a separate table.  
Each Q-Model is organized according to the salience of items on which 
participants in all three samples were in agreement. An item was considered high in 
salience for members of each factor if the average Q-Score across the three samples was 
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at or above +4 for positively ranked items (those participants most strongly agreed with), 
or at or below -4 for negatively ranked items (those participants most strongly disagreed 
with). Items falling between +/-3 were considered low in salience.  
 The averages obtained across samples for each item in each factor are converted 
to the original standardized Q-Sort template by ordering them largest to smallest, and 
ranking them from +7 to -7. Statements on which all four Q-Models are in agreement are 
considered consensus statements. Positive consensus statements are those with all 
positive Q-Score values, indicating that the Q-Models are all in agreement with the 
statement. Negative consensus statements are those with all negative Q-Score values, 
indicating all Q-Models disagree with the statement. When the four Q-Models have a 
mixture of positive and negative Q-Scores on a statement, that statement is considered a 
dissensus or contrasting statement. Next, the maximum difference among the Q-Models 
(factors) is calculated for each statement. Statements are then ranked from highest to 
lowest according to the maximum difference between Q-Models for that statement. 
Statements with higher maximum differences are considered distinguishing statements 
for their ability to differentiate between or among factors. What follows is a discussion of 
the positive and negative consensus statements. After that, distinguishing characteristics 
of each Q-Model (factor) are examined.   
 
Positive Consensus Statements 
The Q-Models were in agreement in endorsing 10 of the 64 statements in the Q-
set, suggesting agreement across the sample in endorsing these items. Interestingly, most 
of the statements on which the individuals represented by these Q-Models reached 
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consensus had to do with LGBTQ identities, not ethnic identities. Overall, the individuals 
represented by the Q-Models agreed (with varying degrees of endorsement) that they 
were glad to be LGBTQ ethnic minorities, and felt good about their sexual orientation or 
gender identities. Participants perceived that this intersection of identities made them 
uniquely able to relate to people from a diversity of backgrounds. They agreed that there 
are people with whom they felt completely accepted. Participants tend to be actively 
involved in, and consider it important to live near an organized, visible LGBTQ 
community. They agreed that same sex marriage should be legal. Every Q-Model 
endorsed experiences of homophobia from other ethnic minorities. The group as a whole 
believes it is important to speak up when others make racist comments; however there 
was disagreement among groups about whether it is important to speak up about 
homophobic comments. Table 20 presents the positive consensus statements and their Q-
Scores for each Q-Model. 
 
Negative Consensus Statements 
The Q-Models all disagreed with 8 of the 64 statements. They disagreed that 
having sex with someone of the same sex when one is in a committed, monogamous 
relationship is “not the same as cheating.” Participants also disagreed that having sex 
with someone of the same sex always means that a person is gay, lesbian, or bisexual. 
They did not view coming out as necessary in order to be true to themselves, and they 
disagreed that openness about their sexual orientation or gender identity was more 
important than protecting their families’ feelings or reputations. Participants did not agree 
that their closest friends are other LGBTQ ethnic minorities. They did not feel that the  
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Table 20 
Positive Consensus Statements 
Statement # 
Q-models 
─────────────── 
Max. 
difference Statement 1 2 3 4 
39 7 4 1 2 6 There are people with whom I feel completely accepted. 
45 3 5 2 7 5 I’ve experienced homophobia from ethnic minorities. 
11 2 6 1 1 5 Family is whoever you feel connected to and supported 
by. 
49 6 7 4 3 4 Same sex marriage should be legal. 
13 4 3 6 2 4 It’s important to me to live near an organized, visible, 
supportive LGBTQ community. 
28 5 1 5 6 4 I feel good about my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
51 1 2 5 5 4 Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority makes be better 
able to understand and relate to people from a variety of 
different backgrounds. 
30 3 0 1 3 3 I’m glad that I’m both an ethnic minority, and LGBTQ. 
10 4 2 5 5 3 It’s important that I speak up when people close to me 
make racist comments. 
46 3 4 1 2 3 I participate in groups or events that are focused on the 
LGBTQ community. 
 
 
intersection of their identities afforded them a greater sense of belonging because of their 
membership in both their ethnic and LGBTQ communities. Table 21 presents the 
negative consensus statements and their Q-Scores for each Q-Model.  
 
Characteristics of Factors Represented in Q-Models 
 
Distinguishing Characteristics of Q-Model  
(Factor) 1 
Factor 1 was the largest group that emerged, with 32 (34.41%) of participants 
fitting in this group exclusively. The most distinctive features of those participants who 
loaded significantly onto Factor 1 were that they seemed to enjoy more support and 
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Table 21 
Negative Consensus Statements 
Statement # 
Q-models 
─────────────── 
Max. 
difference Statement 1 2 3 4 
42 -1 -2 -3 -6 5 My closest friends are people who are both LGBTQ and 
ethnic minorities, rather than people who don’t identify as 
both. 
32 -6 -6 -5 -2 4 If a man in a committed, monogamous relationship has 
sex with another man, it is not the same as cheating. 
6 0 -4 -3 -2 4 It is more important to be open and honest with others 
about my sexual orientation or gender identity, than to 
protect my family’s feelings or reputation. 
34 -1 -3 -4 -5 4 People who have sex with other people of the same sex, 
and still consider themselves straight, are not being honest 
with themselves. 
2 -3 -1 -5 -4 3 When LGBTQ people don’t come out, they are not being 
true to themselves. 
31 -5 -4 -4 -7 3 Having sex with someone of the same sex always means 
you’re gay or bisexual. 
60 -3 -5 -4 -4 2 Being an ethnic minority and LGBTQ, I feel a greater 
sense of belonging because I am a part of both groups. 
33 -6 -5 -6 -6 1 If a woman in a committed, monogamous relationship has 
sex with another woman, it is not the same as cheating. 
 
 
connection than participants in other groups, particularly within the LGBTQ community. 
They seemed to feel positively about the integration of their ethnic and sexual orientation 
or gender identities, with particularly strong responses related to their sexual orientation 
and gender identities. They appeared to be better integrated in the LGBTQ community 
relative to the other groups. Their responses were characterized by a much stronger 
agreement that there are people with whom they feel completely accepted (Q-Score = 7). 
All other groups agreed, but none strongly. They feel slightly more tied to the LGBTQ 
community than any other group; although their endorsement of this statement was not 
strong (Q-Score = 1), they were the only group to endorse it at all. They were the only 
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group to agree that they rely on people in the LGBTQ community and allies for 
emotional support (Q-Score = 3). These participants agreed more than other groups that 
it’s important to speak up about homophobic comments (Q-Score = 5). They expressed 
the strongest disagreement that it’s more important to have a good relationship with their 
family than to come out to them. 
Along with respondents in Factor 4, they endorsed an intersectional perspective of 
their ethnic and sexual orientation or gender identities very strongly (agreeing that it 
doesn’t make sense to separate their experiences as LGBTQ and ethnic minority, because 
they are always both; (Q-Score = 6). These participants expressed the strongest 
disagreement that it would be easier if they possessed only one of these identities instead 
of both (Q-Score = -4). Table 22 provides a visual summary of the notable characteristics 
of Factor 1.  
 
Distinguishing Characteristics of Q-Model  
(Factor) 2 
Q-Model (Factor) 2 was composed of 13 participants (13.98% of the sample). 
Participants who fit into this Q-Model were characterized by strong positive feelings 
about their ethnicities, as well as their sexual orientation or gender identities (but to a 
lesser extent than their ethnicities). This group seemed to endorse stronger identification 
with their families and ethnic communities than with the LGBTQ community. 
Q-Model (Factor) 2 participants, more than any group, agreed that they would 
never change their ethnicity(ies) (Q-Score = 6) and that they would never change their 
sexual orientation or gender identity (Q-Score = 4), even if it were possible They were 
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Table 22 
Distinguishing Characteristics of Q-Model (Factor) 1 (n = 32) 
Q-Score Summary Statement # Statement 
7 Strongest agreement 
(all factors agree)  
39 There are people with whom I feel completely accepted. 
6 Tied with factor 4 for 
strongest agreement  
43 It doesn’t make sense to separate my experiences as an ethnic 
minority and as an LGBTQ person, because I am always both. 
5 Tied with factor 2 for 
strongest agreement 
9 It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make 
homophobic comments. 
3 Only group to agree  I rely on people in the LGBTQ community and allies for 
emotional support. 
1 Only group to agree 27 I feel strongly tied to the LGBTQ community. 
-2 Only group to disagree 54 Being an ethnic minority makes me better able to cope with 
discrimination than LGBTQ people who are White. 
-4 Strongest disagreement 
 
25 It would be easier if I was just LGBTQ, or just an ethnic 
minority, instead of both. 
-4 Strongest disagreement 
 
4 It’s more important to have a good relationship with my 
family than to come out to them. 
 
 
also the only Q-Model (factor) to agree strongly that they feel good about their ethnicities 
(Q-Score = 5). Interestingly, they were the only group that did not agree strongly that 
they feel good about their sexual orientation or gender identity (they agreed, but not 
strongly: Q-Score = 1).  
Unlike any other factor, these participants agreed strongly that family is whoever 
they feel connected to or supported by (Q-Score = 6); however (along with Factor 4 
participants) they also agreed very strongly that when they talk about family, they are 
referring to the family that raised them (Q-Score = 4). This was the only Q-Model in 
which participants overall agreed that they have chosen not to come out to some family 
members in order to avoid hurting them (Q-Score = 3). They are also the only group that 
said they rely on the family that raised them for emotional support (Q-Score = 2). 
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Although all groups disagreed to some degree, this group expressed the strongest 
disagreement that it is more important to be open about their sexual orientation or gender 
identity than to protect their family’s feelings or reputation (Q-Sort = -4). 
Participants in this Q-Model were the only group who did not endorse an 
intersectional view of their identities. They did not agree with the statement that it “does 
not make sense to consider [their] ethnic and sexual orientation or gender identities 
separately (Q-Score = -1). They were also the only participants who reported not having 
experienced racism in the LGBTQ community (Q-Score = -2). Finally, they disagreed the 
most strongly that they are closer to white LGBTQ individuals than straight ethnic 
minorities (Q-Score = -4). Table 23 provides a visual summary of these and other notable 
characteristics of Factor 2. 
 
Distinguishing Characteristics of Q-Model  
(Factor) 3 
Fourteen (15.05%) participants comprised Q-Model 3. This group seemed to be 
characterized by the lowest levels of acceptance from others in their ethnic 
community(ies), and the lowest self-acceptance of their identities. For example, they 
were the only group to strongly agree (Q-Score = 7) that they have to downplay their 
sexual orientation or gender identity to fit in with their ethnic community(ies). They 
expressed the strongest disagreement that they felt fully accepted as an LGBTQ person 
by other ethnic minorities (Q-Score = -4). They felt the strongest that their experiences 
were different from other ethnic minorities because of their sexual orientation or gender 
identity as well (Q-Score = 6). Thus, it makes sense that they gave the strongest 
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Table 23 
Distinguishing Characteristics of Q-Model (Factor) 2 (n = 13) 
Q-Score Summary Statement # Statement 
6 Strongest endorsement 
 
23 I would never change my ethnicity(ies), even if that 
was possible. 
6 Only group to agree strongly  11 Family is whoever you feel connected to and 
supported by. 
5 Only group to agree strongly  29 I feel good about my ethnicity(ies). 
4 Only group to agree strongly 
 
24 I would never change my sexual orientation or 
gender identity, even if that was possible. 
3 Only group to agree 5 I’ve chosen not to come out to some members my 
family because it would hurt them. 
2 Only group to agree 16 I rely on the family that raised me for emotional 
support. 
2 Only group that did not agree 
strongly  
10 It’s important that I speak up when people close to 
me make racist comments. 
1 Only group that did not agree 
strongly 
28 I feel good about my sexual orientation or gender 
identity. 
-1 Only group to disagree 43 It doesn’t make sense to separate my experiences as 
an ethnic minority and as an LGBTQ person, 
because I am always both. 
-2 Only group to disagree 44 I’ve experienced racism from people who are 
LGBTQ. 
-4 Strongest disagreement 
 
40 I feel closer to white people who are LGBTQ than I 
do to ethnic minorities who are straight. 
-4 Strongest disagreement  
 
6 It is more important to be open and honest with 
others about my sexual orientation or gender 
identity, than to protect my family’s feelings or 
reputation. 
 
 
endorsement of any group to the statement that it’s important for them to live near an 
organized, visible, supportive LGBTQ community (Q-Score = 6). 
All factors agreed that there were people with whom they felt completely 
accepted, but those participants who comprised Q-Model 3 endorsed this much less 
strongly (Q-Score = 1). However, they did not report the same marginalization of their 
ethnic identities. In fact, they were the only participants who agreed strongly that they 
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have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be an ethnic minority. On the 
positive side, they and the participants in factor 4 shared the strongest agreement that the 
intersection of their identities enables them to better understand and relate to a diversity 
of people (Q-Score = 5). When it comes to self-acceptance, these individuals were the 
only group to disagree (though they disagreed only mildly) that they would never change 
their ethnicity(ies) if that were possible (Q-Score = -1). They were also the only group 
that disagreed they would never change their sexual orientation or gender identity if it 
were possible (Q-Score = -3). Table 24 provides a visual summary of these and other 
notable characteristics of Factor 3. 
 
Distinguishing Characteristics of Q-Model  
(Factor) 4 
Q-Model (Factor) 4 represented the smallest group, with seven (7.53%) of 
participants responding in this way. They were also the group that dissented from the 
others most frequently. Individuals who fit under Factor 4 were characterized, overall, by 
a weaker bond to the LGBTQ community. Indeed, they were the only group to agree that 
they have sex with or are attracted to people of the same sex, but are not gay or bisexual 
(Q-Score = 2). They indicated that there were not good labels available to describe their 
sexual orientation or gender identities (Q-Score = -3). The only other group who 
identified at all this experience was Q-Model (Factor) 2, who were approaching neutrality 
about it (Q-Score = -1). They were the only factor did not agree that they rely on people 
in the LGBTQ community for support (Q-Score = -4), and the only group who did not 
agree that they had people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be LGBTQ (Q- 
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Table 24 
Distinguishing Characteristics of Q-Model (Factor) 3 (n = 14) 
Q-Score Summary Statement # Statement 
7 Only group to strongly 
agree 
35 I feel like I have to downplay or hide my sexual orientation 
or gender identity to fit in with my ethnic community(ies). 
6 Strongest agreement 53 My experiences are different from straight people in my 
ethnic group because I’m LGBTQ. 
6 Strongest agreement 13 It’s important to me to live near an organized, visible, 
supportive LGBTQ community. 
5 Tied with Factor 4: 
strongest agreement 
57 Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority makes be better able 
to understand and relate to people from a variety of different 
backgrounds. 
4 Only group to agree 
strongly 
19 I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be 
an ethnic minority. 
4 Tied with Factor 2: 
strongest agreement 
7 When I talk about my family, I mean the family I was raised 
by. 
1 Lowest agreement 39 There are people with whom I feel completely accepted. 
-1 Only group to disagree 23 I would never change my ethnicity(ies), even if that was 
possible. 
-3 Strongest disagreement 5 I’ve chosen not to come out to some members my family 
because it would hurt them. 
-3 Only group to disagree 24 I would never change my sexual orientation or gender 
identity, even if that was possible. 
-4 Strongest disagreement 37 I feel fully accepted as an LGBTQ person by other ethnic 
minorities. 
 
 
Score = -1). In addition, they were the only participants to disagree that if/when they get 
married, they would prefer to marry someone of the same sex (Q-Factor = -3). They were 
the only group to disagree strongly that their closest friends are LGBTQ ethnic 
minorities. 
Their opinions were distinctive when it came to the values they endorsed. This 
group of respondents endorsed a mix of some typical ethnic minority values, and some 
typical LGBTQ values. They favored a family-of-choice perspective (Q-Score = 4), 
rather than the view that the family that raised them is always their family no matter what 
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(Q-Score = -4). Yet, more than any other group, they disagreed that coming out was an 
important part of one’s acceptance of their LGBTQ identity (Q-Score = -3). This group of 
LGBTQ ethnic minorities disagreed strongly (Q-Score = -5) that it was important to them 
to speak up when others make homophobic comments. Interestingly, they had exactly the 
opposite response to whether they should speak up about racism (Q-Score = 5). While 
they felt strongly about taking a stand against racism, they were also the only group to 
disagree that they felt good about their ethnicity(ies) (Q-Score = -2). 
They expressed much stronger agreement relative to the other groups that they 
have experienced homophobia from ethnic minorities (Q-Score = 7). While all others 
agreed, none agreed strongly. Interestingly, despite their report that they do not rely on 
the LGBTQ community for support, they agreed more than any other group that they felt 
closer to white people who are LGBTQ than to ethnic minorities who are straight (Q-
Score = 3). This group was also the only group who did not agree that they appreciate 
being both ethnic minorities and LGBTQ (Q-Score = -3). 
They seemed to view their identities as an asset when it comes to embracing 
diversity. These respondents believed that they value diversity more than most LGBTQ 
people who are white (Q-Score = 3). Along with respondents in Factor 1, they endorsed 
an intersectional perspective of these identities very strongly (agreeing that it does not 
make sense to separate their experiences as LGBTQ and ethnic minority, because they 
are always both; Q-Score = 6). Table 25 provides a visual of these and other notable 
characteristics of Factor 4. 
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Table 25 
Distinguishing Characteristics of Q-Model (Factor) 4 (n = 7) 
Q-Score Summary Statement # Statement 
7 All other factors agreed with 
statement, but none as 
strongly 
45 I’ve experienced homophobia from ethnic minorities. 
6 Tied with Factor 4: only two 
groups who agreed 
43 It doesn’t make sense to separate my experiences as an ethnic 
minority and as an LGBTQ person, because I am always both. 
5 Tied with Factor 3: strongest 
agreement (all agreed) 
57 Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority makes be better able to 
understand and relate to people from a variety of different 
backgrounds. 
3 Only group to agree 58 I think I value diversity more than most people who are 
LGBTQ and white. 
4 Only group to agree 8 When I talk about my family, I mean the people who support 
me in my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
3 Only group to agree 40 I feel closer to white people who are LGBTQ than I do to 
ethnic minorities who are straight. 
2 Only group to agree 62 I have sex with and/or I am attracted to people of the same sex 
as me, but I’m not gay, lesbian, or bisexual. 
1 Only group to agree 64 If a woman is married to a man, she’s straight, even if she 
sometimes has sex with women. 
1 Only group to agree 37 I feel fully accepted as an LGBTQ person by other ethnic 
minorities. 
0 Only group not to endorse 21 I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be both 
LGBTQ and ethnic minority. 
-1 Only group to disagree 20 I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be 
LGBTQ. 
-2 Only group to disagree 29 I feel good about my ethnicity(ies). 
-3 Factor 2 also disagreed, but 
only at a Q-Score of -1 
61 I feel like there is a good label (for example: lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, questioning, pansexual, queer, or transgender) to 
describe my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
-3 Only group to disagree 56 I appreciate being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority because I am 
unique. 
-3 Only group to disagree 50 If/when getting married, I prefer to marry someone of the same 
sex. 
-3 Factor 2 also disagreed, but 
only at a Q-Score of -1 
3 Coming out is a very important part of accepting your sexual 
orientation or gender identity. 
-4 Only group to disagree 14 I rely on people in the LGBTQ community and allies for 
emotional support. 
-4 Only group to disagree 
strongly 
12 The family that raised you is always your family, no matter 
what. 
-5 Only group to disagree 9 It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make 
homophobic comments. 
-6 Only group to disagree 
strongly 
42 My closest friends are people who are both LGBTQ and ethnic 
minorities, rather than people who don’t identify as both. 
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CHAPTER V 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
 
As stated in the introduction, the development of a multifaceted identity as a 
LGBTQ ethnic minority is a complicated process rich with nuanced self-identifications, 
and impacted by myriad contextual influences. Much of the existing research has 
examined ethnic minority and LGBTQ identities in isolation from each other; an 
approach which does not take into account that LGBTQ ethnic minorities may be 
impacted by these identities simultaneously and in interaction with each other, as it is 
impossible for them to ever be only LGBTQ or only ethnic minority. Much of the 
literature addressing this intersection to date has been theoretical. This study aimed to 
provide either confirming or disconfirming evidence for intersectional perspectives. 
Another aim of this study was to examine patterns of values, experiences, and behaviors 
in order to capture the complexity and diversity within LGBTQ ethnic minorities; rather 
than only comparing them to White or heterosexual individuals, especially in a way that 
would focus on deficiencies and risk factors to the exclusion of strengths and other 
experiences.  
Research Question 1 
 
Research Question 1 asked, “What are the labels ethnic minorities who are 
LGBTQ use to describe their identities?” The way in which the demographic questions 
for the current study were structured (i.e., a combination of multiple choice and open-
ended questions), as opposed to how demographic questions are often structured (i.e., 
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exclusively multiple choice format) allowed participants to describe with much more 
complexity the way they view their identities, and sometimes the intersections among 
them. Race/ethnicity, gender, and sexual orientation were all assessed using open-ended 
questions that allowed participants to identify the labels or descriptions they preferred 
rather than only indicating on a multiple choice question the closest fit to their self-
identification provided by the researchers. One participant expressed appreciation for this 
by providing feedback at the end of the study as follows. 
Appreciate very much that there are places where I get to identify myself with my 
own write-in answers. I know that makes collection of data a little more 
challenging, but I get to be myself and that’s important to me. 
 
 
Race/Ethnicity 
As described in the results section, three separate questions were used to assess 
participants’ ethnicity/race. As is commonly seen in published research that asks about 
race/ethnicity, the first question asked, in multiple choice format, what broad ethnic 
group participants identified with (e.g., Latina/o). Participants were able to select more 
than one ethnic or racial identity label. Surprisingly, 41 (44.1%) participants selected 
multiple labels. This finding suggests that researchers should allow participants to select 
multiple ethnic identity labels in order to be inclusive of multiracial participants; perhaps 
studies in which the selection of multiple ethnicities is not an option are failing to 
accurately assess the identities of participants. Had participants only been allowed to 
select one option, an understanding of the true ethnic makeup of this sample as 
participants view their own identities would not be possible. 
Participants were also given the option to further specify their race or ethnicity 
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through an open-ended question, and to share their preferred identity label or description 
through a second open-ended question. Fifty-seven (51.3%) of participants chose to 
further specify their race or ethnicity. Sixty-one different preferred identity labels were 
reported. Participants often provided detailed information about their countries of origin 
or ancestry and/or tribes, family and personal immigration histories, the race or 
ethnicities of each of their parents, the differing degrees of contact they have had with the 
multiple cultures some of them identified with, and so forth. The importance of this 
information was highlighted by Trimble and Dickson (2005) in their book chapter on 
ethnic gloss. The authors define ethnic gloss as  
…an overgeneralization or simplistic categorical label used to refer to 
ethnocultural groups…where unique cultural and ethnic differences found among 
group members are ignored. An ethnic gloss presents the illusion of homogeneity 
where none exists, and therefore may be considered a superficial, almost vacuous, 
categorization, which serves only to separate one group from another. (p. 412) 
 
Trimble and Dickson go on to explain why such an overgeneralization is 
problematic; for example, because it can perpetuate stereotypes, damage the validity of 
the research, and call into question the generalizability of the findings “across subgroups 
with an ethnic category.” The question in the current study which provided participants 
the opportunity to further specify their race or ethnicity in an open-choice format was 
done intentionally to accurately describe the sample, and avoid engaging in ethnic gloss. 
Fifty-seven (61.3%) of participants in the current study chose to further specify their race 
or ethnicity, usually providing information pertaining to their country of origin or 
ancestry, their family or personal immigration history, or their tribal affiliation.  
Two participants (one a Chicana and German woman, and the other a Lebanese 
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and Puerto Rican woman), made reference to the color of their skin as a description of 
their race or ethnicity. This finding is also very interesting in light of the Trimble and 
Dickson (2005) chapter. The authors quote Rodriguez in explaining that “there is no such 
thing as a Hispanic race.” Rodriguez explained that Hispanics have a wide variety of skin 
colors. For these two participants, it seems that neither conventional multiple choice 
labels used in research to report on demographic data (e.g., Latina/o, Hispanic, or 
Chicano) nor the use of more specific ethnic labels such as Lebanese or Chicana, were 
sufficient to describe their racial and/or ethnic self-identification. Their open-ended 
responses identify skin color as an important factor in defining their race or ethnicity as 
well. The Chicana and German participant also described how her ethnicity is “more 
often ‘marked’ or ‘read’ as white than Chicana.” This suggests that for this participant, 
describing her race or ethnicity in terms of her self-identification is also not sufficient to 
fully grasp who she is. She describes herself also in terms of how others interpret her 
ethnicity. A third participant (a Mexican male), provided feedback about the study that 
also refers to the importance of skin color. At the end of the survey measures, participants 
were asked in an open-ended question what feedback or concerns they would like to 
share about the research. He wrote: “Colorism plays a big role in discrimination among 
many ethnic communities so allowing respondents to explain that aspect of 
appearance…might be useful” (p. 413).  
Skin color and perceived ethnicity were provided spontaneously by these 
participants when given the open-ended option to further specify their identification. 
Perhaps specifically probing for this information from all participants would provide a 
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better-contextualized description of research samples. It may be wise for researchers to 
assess perceived ethnicity (as in, how others perceive a persons’ ethnicity) along with 
self-identification, in order to get a more holistic and accurate understanding of their 
participants’ real-world experiences of race or ethnicity. The responses of these two 
participants in the current study suggest that for some participants, that may be 
appropriate 
 
Gender 
Participant gender was also assessed through the use of a multiple choice item. 
The options provided were: male, female, transgender (female identified), transgender 
(male identified), and other (with a text box in which participants could provide open-
ended responses to clarify “other”). Several of the respondents provided feedback at the 
end of the study that the study did not seem to be inclusive of transgender participants. 
The gender multiple choice question was particularly problematic. One participant wrote:  
Transgender (female identified) IS female…. Do NOT separate them out as 
different genders (ex, transwomen vs women) when you’re asking about gender, 
because you’re telling trans people that their binary genders aren’t as authentic as 
cisgender ones... Maybe you should add another question that says: Are you 
cisgender? Y/N. 
 
Another participant advised that gender identity and sexual orientation should be 
assessed separately; and that the terms male and female should be used exclusively to 
refer to biological sex, never to refer to gender. They further argued that “the options of 
“male” “female” and transgender are othering and create a false idea that all trans- 
experiences are the same” because not all transgender individuals identify as solely men 
or solely women. 
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Participants were also asked in an open-ended question: “What is your preferred 
label to describe your sexual orientation or gender identity?” The lumping together of 
sexual orientation and gender identity in this question proved to be problematic in that 
some participants reported on their preferred sexual orientation label, others on their 
preferred gender identity label, others on both, and others on neither. Analysis involved 
sorting out the gender identity labels from the sexual orientation labels, resulting in 34 
(36.56%) of participants identifying a preferred gender identity label. As summarized 
earlier (see Table 9), 20 different gender identity labels were reported by participants.  
One Metis (Native American) participant used an intersectional label to describe 
their gender: the term “two-spirit” (a term often used to describe Native American 
transgender and/or LGBTQ individuals). This participant also listed the terms: third 
gender and transgender as preferred labels. Taken together, the myriad gender identity 
labels that emerged suggest that researchers should consider the use of open-ended 
questions to allow participants to self-identify in a way that feels accurate to them. 
 
Sexual Orientation 
Sexual orientation was assessed similarly to race or ethnicity and gender. A 
multiple choice question provided the options: gay, lesbian, bisexual, pansexual, queer, 
questioning, heterosexual (straight), unsure, I do not identify with any label, or other. 
Five participants wrote in answers under other: three participants wrote in “asexual,” one 
wrote in “bi but lesbian leaning” and another wrote in “biromantic asexual.” Had there 
been no “other” option with an option to clarify, the multiple choice format of the 
question would not have provided these five participants with a way of identifying their 
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sexual orientation. 
Participants were asked to indicate through the open-ended question their 
preferred label for their sexual orientation. This question yielded 29 different labels. 
Similar to the results obtained when race/ethnicity was assessed using an open-ended 
question, we found that participants’ sexual orientation identities, when given the option 
to report in open-ended format rather than multiple choice, were characterized by much 
more diversity and complexity than would have been captured using the multiple choice 
question alone. The implication for researchers is clear: to obtain an accurate assessment 
of how participants conceptualize their own identities, an open-ended question is much 
more effective than the multiple choice format. 
Finally, participants were asked to report their sexual orientation in terms of 
attraction and behavior rather than labels, again using a multiple choice format. 
Participants were asked to indicate whether they were exclusively, mostly, or equally 
same and other sex-attracted, or “other” (with a text box to write in an alternative 
response). The term “other-sex” was used rather than “opposite-sex” in an attempt to 
convey openness to more than the traditional male/female dichotomous gender 
conceptualization; however, several participants did not perceive this question to be 
embracing of a more diverse gender spectrum. Participants’ comments included:  
I refute the notion of only two sexes due to the lives of intersex people. So I 
cannot answer this question. I am attracted to all people. 
 
And: 
“Same-sex” and “the other sex” operates under a binary essentialist framework 
that erases the experiences, lives, and desires of many queers and trans*folk, as 
well as intersex people. 
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Taken together, these results raise important questions about the potentially 
dynamic and complex nature of ethnic, gender, and sexual orientation identification for 
LGBTQ ethnic minorities. It seems that a multiple choice question (even when 
participants can “check all that apply”) sufficient for understanding a person’s ethnic 
makeup, gender identity, or sexual orientation. When participants provided with the 
option to define their own preferred labels or descriptions, a much richer, idiosyncratic, 
and nuanced picture emerged. 
 
Research Question 1a 
 
Research Question 1a asked, “Do people who identify as both ethnic minority and 
LGBTQ perceive that the labels LGBTQ are a good fit for their identities”? The question 
about the appropriateness of the labels LGBTQ was assessed using responses to the 
multiple choice sexual orientation question, the open-ended sexual orientation question, 
and the Q-Sort statement: “I feel like there is a good label (for example: lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, questioning, pansexual, queer, or transgender) to describe my sexual orientation 
or gender identity.” As presented in the results section, on the sexual orientation multiple 
choice question, most participants selected one of the labels provided. However, three 
(3.2%) participants selected the “do not identify with any label” option and 19 (20.4%) of 
participants wrote in a label other than the options provided.  
Three participants’ preferred sexual orientation identity labels that were 
intersectional. One preferred the label ‘lesbian mom,’ and another preferred “queer 
woman of color.” The third participant, an Apache (Native American) preferred the label 
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‘two-spirit’ to describe her sexual orientation (this is an additional participant from the 
one mentioned previously, who preferred two-spirit to describe their gender identity). 
 
Research Question 2 
 
Research Question 2 asked, “What are the patterns with which LGBTQ ethnic 
minorities endorse values, behaviors, and experiences related to their LGBTQ ethnic 
minority identity”? The patterns with which participants endorsed values, behaviors, and 
experiences related to their ethnic minority LGBTQ identities were varied and complex. 
As discussed in the results section, four groups were identified based on the ways in 
which participants endorsed or rejected a series of statements regarding their values, 
behaviors, and experiences. Some commonalties among these four groups emerged, but 
many important differences also emerged. What follows is a discussion of those 
similarities and differences.  
 
Similarities 
Across all groups, participants were in agreement about the positive aspects of 
their LGBTQ ethnic minority identities. They were glad to be both, and perceived that 
their unique constellations of identities made them particularly able to relate to people 
from a lot of different backgrounds. They had people with whom they felt accepted. 
These findings provide some support for the resilience perspective in the extant literature. 
Interestingly, the only negative thing associated with their identities upon which all 
groups concurred was that they have experienced homophobia within their ethnic 
minority communities.  
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Also consistent with the extant literature on LGBTQ ethnic minorities (Grov et 
al., 2006; Moradi et al., 2010b; Parks et al., 2004; Rosario et al., 2004), all four groups 
disagreed that coming out was necessary in order to be true to themselves, or that it was 
more important than protecting their families’ feelings or reputations. This divergence 
from common LGBTQ-normed values about the importance of coming out suggests that 
their ethnic identities impact the way they interact with their LGBTQ identities in 
important ways.  
  
Differences 
Differences emerged among the Q-Models in the extent to which participants 
enjoyed belonging, acceptance, and self-acceptance of their identities. Participants in Q-
Model 1 seemed to be better integrated into the LGBTQ community than any groups and 
to feel more positively about the integration of their identities. Participants in Q-Model 2 
contrasted with Q-Model 1 in that they were more strongly identified with their families 
and ethnic communities, and less identified with the LGBTQ community. They endorsed 
that they would never change their ethnic or LGBTQ identities; however, they disagreed 
that they felt good about their sexual orientations or gender identities. Q-Model 3 was 
characterized by experiencing less acceptance in their ethnic communities, and by lower 
levels of self-acceptance. They seemed to experience more marginalization when it 
comes to their LGBTQ identities than their ethnic identities. Finally, Q-Model 4 as a 
group were less likely to identify as LGBTQ in spite of their attractions and/or sexual 
activity with members of the same sex. They were isolated from the LGBTQ community. 
They did not seem to value having intersecting LGBTQ ethnic minority identities for 
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their uniqueness, but they did feel strongly that they experienced the world 
simultaneously (intersectionally) through both identities and could not separate those 
identities from each other. 
 One interesting difference also emerged when it came to the endorsement of 
LGBTQ versus typical ethnic minority values. Nothing distinctive compared to the other 
groups was observed in the endorsement of values for participants in Q-Models 1, 3, and 
4. Q-Model 2 participants were distinctive in their stronger identification with ethnic 
minority values. For example, they were the only group who agreed that they chose not to 
come out to members of their family because it would hurt them.  
Taken together, the results of the Q-Sort suggest there is great variability and 
complexity in the experiences of LGBTQ ethnic minorities. Some participants felt well-
integrated into the LGBTQ community, while others felt marginalized. Some felt well-
integrated into their ethnic minority communities, while others felt marginalized. In the 
case of some values, all groups concurred with ethnic minority values: such as those 
surrounding the greater importance of caring about family members’ feelings and 
reputations than coming out. As a whole, these individuals also agreed on some typical 
items of consensus in the LGBTQ community, such as the support of gay marriage. 
Clearly, these participants were at times alike and at times different from other ethnic 
minorities and the LGBTQ community. In addition, there was great diversity among the 
groups. There is no hard and fast rule for what LGBTQ ethnic minorities do and do not 
experience or identify with in the LGBTQ community or in their ethnic communities. 
Their experiences range from a lot of marginalization (as the greater risk perspective 
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suggests) to a lot of acceptance, positive experiences, and strengths (as the resilience 
perspective suggests). The largest group that emerged was also the group to report the 
most positive experiences, feelings of belonging and acceptance of their identities, 
suggesting that the bulk of participants are successful in negotiating their intersecting 
identities in a positive way. 
Taken together, the findings of this study lend support to intersectional models of 
viewing LGBTQ ethnic minorities’ experiences. As Phillips (2010) asserted, research is 
needed that takes into account both the unique and shared experiences of LGBTQ ethnic 
minorities: neither positioning them in the margins of each group to which they belong, 
nor ignoring the ways in which their experiences may in fact differ. Furthermore, the 
pattern of identification with LGBTQ and ethnic minority cultures in some ways seems to 
parallel orthogonal models of acculturation that have been proposed in the ethnic identity 
literature (e.g., Oetting & Beauvais, 1990-1991). The identification with LGBTQ and 
ethnic minority values and belonging within those communities may be orthogonal 
processes much like identification with minority and majority ethnic cultures. 
 
Summary and Limitations 
 
 This study aimed to examine empirically the fit of intersectional perspectives for 
understanding the experiences of LGBTQ ethnic minorities. Another aim of this study 
was to examine patterns of values, experiences, and behaviors in order to capture the 
complexity and diversity within LGBTQ ethnic minorities; rather than only comparing 
them to white or heterosexual individuals, especially in a way that would focus on 
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deficiencies and risk factors to the exclusion of strengths and other experiences. This is a 
contribution to the literature because, as Huang and colleagues (2010) asserted, the 
research conducted to date has “reflected a narrow range of topics.” The little empirical 
research that exists has generally favored topics related to risk and adverse psychosocial 
outcomes for this population (see also DeBlaere et al., 2010) with very few focusing on 
normative development. The nonempirical literature reportedly focused more on issues 
related to identity, coming out, ethnic minority issues, and gender issues. DeBlaere and 
colleagues questioned where the theoretical basis for the non-empirical articles was 
drawn from, if not from existing empirical literature. This study represents one such 
contribution to the literature, upon which theories of normative development for LGBTQ 
ethnic minorities can be based (with the collection of more confirming empirical data). 
 The demographic data collection provided ways in which participants were able 
to express the complexity and idiosyncrasy of their identification. This yielded rich 
contextual information for understanding who these LGBTQ ethnic minorities are as they 
view themselves rather than as they would categorize themselves along lines defined by 
others (such as in multiple choice questions). The Q-Sort methodology provided a way 
for the researcher to group participants who had similar experiences and better 
understand the diversity in the values, identification, and experiences of these individuals. 
 Other contributions of the current study include the use of online survey 
methodology. As Huang and colleagues (2010) reported in their content analysis of the 
literature, very little of the empirical work done to date has utilized online recruitment 
and data collection. In addition, recruitment occurred through venues focused on ethnic 
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minorities rather than exclusively in LGBTQ organizations or bars, as has been the case 
in much of the previous research conducted. In addition, the sample in the current study 
is national rather than based in only one urban area and consists of greater diversity than 
observed in previous research. The inclusion of several Native American, Asian, and 
many mixed-race participants is something that Huang and colleagues called for, as much 
of the research has focused exclusively on Black or Latino populations.  
The diversity of this sample can be seen as both a strength and a weakness, 
however, since the number of participants within each ethnic group was too small for the 
examination within- or between-group patterns of responses among different ethnic 
groups. However, a strength is that participants were grouped according to their own 
patterns of responses and experiences. It might be argued that grouping participants in 
this way rather than on the basis of ethnicity is one way to avoid making assumptions that 
all people within one ethnic group would be similar in their experiences.  
There are several other limitations to the present study. One important limitation 
is that several of the respondents provided feedback that the study did not seem to be 
inclusive of transgender participants. It was initially designed with the intention of 
exploring the experiences of lesbian, gay, and bisexual ethnic minorities and not designed 
with the intention of examining the experiences of transgender ethnic minorities. 
However, in an effort to be inclusive, transgender participants were ultimately included. 
After piloting, many changes were made to the measures in order to be more inclusive of 
transgender participants; however based on the feedback received, those changes were 
not extensive enough that all transgender participants felt that the items were addressed to 
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them or inclusive of them. More familiarity with and inclusion of suggestions from 
literature on transgender and genderqueer ethnic minorities would have greatly improved 
this study’s accessibility and applicability to those individuals. Future research should 
include a much more earnest effort to ensure that the study is inclusive to the entire 
LGBTQ community. 
Another limitation is that the larger study included several survey measures that 
participants were asked to complete in addition to the Q-Sort task. This seemed to present 
too much burden on participants in spite of the financial incentives they received for 
participation. Although many participants provided feedback about the study as a whole, 
only one participant provided qualitative responses to the Q-Sort statements. As this is a 
fundamental piece of Q-Sort methodology, it represents a significant shortcoming of the 
current study. Future research conducted with this methodology should focus on the 
qualitative aspect of collecting Q-Sort data at the expense of gathering other quantitative 
data rather than vice-versa. In addition, the Q-Sort statements were generated based on 
the extant literature on LGBTQ ethnic minorities. While this is a strength in that it 
provided the opportunity to evaluate some of the assertions made in the literature and that 
statements were grounded in the theoretical and empirical literature available to date, it 
may also be a weakness in that the statements were not drawn directly from focus groups 
with the individuals the study was designed to better understand. Had focus groups been 
the source of generating statements, this study would have had a more grounded-theory 
approach which might have yielded other important information not previously addressed 
in the literature. Future research should make use of focus groups and other qualitative 
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methodology to avoid imposing researchers’ views about what information is pertinent to 
the experiences of these individuals. 
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Letter of Information 
Implications for Identity Development 
 
Introduction/ Purpose: Angela Enno and Dr. Renee Galliher in the Department of 
Psychology at Utah State University are conducting a study to understand the experiences 
of ethnic minority individuals who identify as LGBTQ (lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transgender, queer, or questioning) OR who are attracted to people of their same sex. We 
will ask about your sense of belonging, experiences of discrimination, values, 
relationship experiences, and wellbeing.  
 
Procedures: If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete on-line 
questionnaires. The survey may take about 45 minutes. You will be given the link to 
access the survey site to complete a demographic information questionnaire and the 
remaining 3 surveys. 
 
Risks: There are minimal anticipated risks to this study. If you feel uncomfortable 
answering a question you may skip the question(s) and proceed with the questionnaire. 
There is minimal risk of being identified as a research participant via your email address. 
 
Benefits: There may not be any direct benefits to you from participating in this study; 
however, you may benefit from the opportunity to reflect on your experience as both an 
ethnic minority and same-sex attracted. The researchers will learn about experiences of 
LGBTQ and same-sex attracted people of color. The researchers hope this study may 
provide insights into the experiences of these individuals, increasing the multicultural 
awareness and competence of the consumers of this research, who could potentially be 
psychologists, researchers, educators, and other service providers interacting with 
individuals who identify with these experiences.  
 
Explanation & offer to answer questions: If you have any questions, concerns, 
complaints, or research-related problems, please contact Angela Enno at (435) 890-2244 
or by e-mail at angela.enno@yahoo.com, or Dr. Renee Galliher at (435) 797-3391 or by 
e-mail at renee.galliher@usu.edu. 
 
Payment/Compensation: To thank you for your participation in this research, you may 
choose to submit your email address to receive a $10 online Amazon gift certificate in 
compensation for your time. In addition, you may request to receive a summary of the 
results of this study by email. Email addresses will be held in a separate database, and 
survey responses will not be traceable to specific addresses. 
 
Voluntary nature of participation and right to withdraw without consequence: 
Participation in research is entirely voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdraw 
at any time without consequence.  
USU IRB Approval: 11 2, 2010 
Approval Terminates: 11/1/2011 
Protocol #27778 
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Confidentiality: All survey responses are anonymous, and it will not be possible to 
identify your computer, as the survey software uses a Secure Survey Environment. 
Research records will be kept confidential, consistent with federal and state regulations. 
Only the investigators will have access to the data, which will be downloaded and stored 
on a password protected computer.  
 
IRB Approval Statement: The Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the protection of 
human participants at USU has reviewed and approved this research study. If you have 
any pertinent questions or concerns about your rights or think the research may have 
harmed you, you may contact the IRB Administrator at (435) 797-0567 or email 
irb@usu.edu. If you have a concern or complaint about the research and you would like 
to contact someone other than the research team, you may contact the IRB Administrator 
to obtain information or to offer input. 
 
Copy of Consent: Please print a copy of this informed consent for your files. 
 
  
 
PI & Student Researcher (Co-PI): 
Renee V. Galliher, Ph.D., Principal Investigator 
Angela Enno, Student Researcher 
 
Participant Consent: If you have read and understand the above statements, please click 
on the “CONTINUE” button below. This indicates your consent to participate in this 
study. 
 
Thank you very much for your participation! Your assistance is truly appreciated. 
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NOW RECRUITING! 
ethnic minorities attracted to same sex • ages 18+ 
for a study at Utah State University about: 
sense of belonging, values, relationships,  
discrimination, and well-being 
You will receive a $10 
online gift certificate 
to amazon.com!  
We are actively involved in  
supporting and affirming 
ethnic minorities and  
the LGBTQ community 
Participation is 
confidential,  
takes 45 minutes to 
complete internet 
survey 
To participate, go to: 
intersectingidentities.com 
Questions? Contact 
 Angela Enno (435) 890-2244 
 angela.enno@gmail.com 
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Email/FaceBook/Myspace announcement  
 
 
Why am I getting this email? 
Hello! My name is Angela Enno and I am a bisexual Native American master’s student at 
Utah State University. I am working with Dr. Renee Galliher, psychology professor at 
USU, and we would like to invite you to participate in a research study designed to 
explore the experiences of LGBTQ or same-sex attracted people of color. We are both 
active in affirming the LGBTQ community and hope that our research can be used to 
further support LGBTQ and ethnic minority persons. The goal of our research is to 
develop a better understanding of the experiences of people of color who are attracted to 
people of their same sex. We invite you to participate in our study if you have some 
degree of same-sex attraction, regardless of self-identification (gay, lesbian, bisexual, 
queer, questioning, transgender, intersex, etc).  
 
What would I have to do? 
Your participation would involve completing an anonymous online survey about your 
experiences, sense of belonging, experiences of discrimination, values, relationship 
experiences, and wellbeing. This should take you between 25-45 minutes. All survey 
responses will be confidential and anonymous. 
 
What is in it for me? 
You may choose to submit your email address to receive a $10 online gift certificate to 
Amazon.com. Email addresses for the drawing will be held in a separate database, and 
survey responses will not be traceable to specific email addresses. In addition, you can 
choose to receive a summary of the study results by email.  
 
If you have any questions about the research, please do not hesitate to contact me, Angela 
Enno 435-890-2244 or at angela.enno@aggiemail.usu.edu. You may also contact my 
faculty advisor, Renee V. Galliher, Ph.D. at (435) 797-3391 or Renee.Galliher@usu.edu. 
Thanks! 
 
To participate, please follow the link below: 
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D1 – Sample Q-Sort Task 
 
Sample Q-Sort Task 
Utilizing a few statements included in the drafted statements for the proposed study. 
More drafted statements are included on the following pages. 
 
Instructions: Please sort the statements below to indicate the degree to which you agree 
or disagree with each. 
 
 
Most 
strongly 
agree 
   No 
Opinion 
or N/A 
   Most 
Strongly 
Disagree 
+4 +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3 -4 
         
         
         
         
         
 
 
When I talk about my 
family, I mean the 
family I was born 
into. 
I rely on people in the 
LGBTQ community 
for emotional 
support. 
It’s more important to 
have a good 
relationship with my 
family than to come 
out to them. 
My experiences are 
different from most 
LGBTQ people 
because of my 
ethnicity. 
I feel like I have to 
downplay or hide my 
sexual orientation to 
fit in with my ethnic 
community. 
I feel fully accepted 
by other people in my 
ethnic group. 
I have people to talk 
to who understand 
what it’s like to be an 
ethnic minority. 
I feel like the label 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
or transgendered 
describes my sexual 
orientation or gender. 
 
*Note: This is intended to provide a simplified graphic representation of the Q-sort to be used in the proposed study. 
The actual Q-sort task would involve 40-70 statements rather than the 8 represented here. Also, there would be 
exactly the same number of slots available in the distribution as there are statements to sort, so that each statement 
gets a slot in the respondents’ distribution. 
In an online Q-sort, 
respondents use their mouse 
to drag each of these boxes to 
the appropriate place in the 
distribution, according to 
their opinions. In a paper 
task, they may sort physical 
cards or write in the 
corresponding statement 
numbers. 
I rely on people 
in the LGBTQ 
community for 
emotional 
support. 
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First Draft: Statements for the Q-sort Task 
 
 I should support myself, and not rely on the family I was born into for financial support. 
 Family members should always help each other when they need financial support. 
 The family that I was born into is always there for me if I need them, and I am there for them. 
 When LGBTQ people don’t come out, they are not being true to themselves. 
 Coming out is a very important part of accepting your sexual orientation. 
 It’s more important to have a good relationship with my family than to come out to them. 
 I’ve chosen not to come out to my family because it would hurt them. 
 I’ve chosen not to come out because it would hurt my family’s reputation, or embarrass them. 
 It is more important to be true to myself, and honest about my sexual orientation, than to protect 
my family’s feelings or reputation. 
 When I talk about my family, I mean the family I was born into. 
 When I talk about my family, I mean the people who support me and my sexual orientation. 
 It’s important to speak up when people close to me say things that are homophobic. 
 It’s important to speak up when people close to me say racist things. 
 Family is whoever you feel connected to and supported by. You can choose your own family. 
 The family you’re born into is always your family, no matter what. 
 It’s important to me to live near an LGBTQ community. 
 I rely on people in the LGBTQ community for emotional support. 
 It’s important to me to live near my family. 
 I rely on my family for emotional support. 
 It’s important for me to live near people of the same ethnicity as me. 
 I rely on members of my ethnic group for support. 
 I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be an ethnic minority. 
 I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be LGBTQ. 
 I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be an LGBTQ ethnic minority. 
 I would prefer to be with a partner of the same ethnicity as me. 
 I would change my ethnicity if it was possible. 
 I would change my sexual orientation if it was possible. 
 It would be easier if I was just LGBTQ, or just an ethnic minority, instead of both. 
 I feel strongly tied to my ethnic group. 
 I feel strongly tied to the LGBTQ community. 
 I feel good about my sexual orientation. 
 I feel good about my ethnicity. 
 I’m glad that I’m both an ethnic minority, and a LGBTQ. 
 Having sex with someone of the same sex doesn’t mean you’re gay. 
 If a married man has sex with another man, it is not the same as cheating on his wife. 
 If a married woman has sex with another woman, it is not the same as cheating on her husband. 
 People who have sex with other people of the same gender, and still consider themselves straight, 
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are not being honest with themselves. They are in denial. 
 I feel like I have to downplay or hide my sexual orientation to fit in with my ethnic community. 
 I feel like I have to downplay my ethnicity to fit in with the LGBTQ community. 
 I feel fully accepted by other people in my ethnic group. 
 I feel fully accepted by other people who are LGBTQ. 
 There are people with whom I feel completely accepted. 
 My closest friends are mostly LGBTQ or allies. 
 My closest friends are mostly ethnic minorities. 
 I feel closer to people who are LGBTQ than I do to other ethnic minorities. 
 I feel closer to other ethnic minorities than I do to other LGBTQ people. 
 It doesn’t make sense to separate my experiences as an ethnic minority and as an LGBTQ person, 
because I am always both. 
 I’ve experienced racism from other people who are LGBTQ. 
 I’ve experienced homophobia from other people in my ethnic group. 
 I go to LGBTQ activities or events. 
 I go to events or activities that are focused on my ethnic culture, or ethnic diversity. 
 I belong to groups that support or represent LGBTQ people specifically. 
 I belong to groups that support or represent ethnic minorities. 
 Same sex marriage should be legal. 
 Marriage is important to me. 
 I would rather be married to someone of the same sex. 
 I would rather be married to someone of the opposite sex. 
 My experiences are different from most LGBTQ people because of my ethnicity. 
 My experiences are different from most people in my ethnic group because I’m also LGBTQ. 
 Being an ethnic minority makes me better able to cope with discrimination than LGBTQ people 
who are White. 
 Being LGBTQ makes me better able to cope with discrimination than ethnic minorities that are 
straight (exclusively heterosexual). 
 Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority makes be better able to understand and relate to people from 
a variety of different backgrounds. 
 I think I value diversity more than most people in my ethnic group who are straight (heterosexual). 
 I think I value diversity more than most people who are LGBTQ and White. 
 Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority person makes me special because I am unique. 
 Being an ethnic and LGBTQ, I feel a greater sense of belonging because I am a part of both 
groups. 
 I feel like the label lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgendered describes my sexual orientation or 
gender. 
 I have sex with people of the same sex as me, but I’m not gay, lesbian, or bisexual. 
 If a man is married to a woman, he’s straight (heterosexual), even if sometimes has sex with men. 
 
108 
 
 
D3 –Feedback from Q-Sort Piloting, pg. 1 of 10 
 
 
Keep 
as is 
Edit 
Don’t 
keep 
1. I should support myself, and not rely on the family I was born into for 
financial support. 0 3 0 
  I would edit it so it says: I should support myself FINANCIALLY, and not rely on the family I was 
born into for financial support. Or include something in the beginning that allows the participant 
to understand it is financial support you refer to when you talk about “support myself.” 
Grammatical question -- do you put a comma between two parts of a sentence only if the parts 
could be complete sentences in and of themselves? Just being picky... Seems like a good family 
values question, particularly around collectivistic vs. individualistic cultures. 
 Reword; also, when posting questions, pro... 
 I’m not sure what I would recommend for this item—keeping it, tossing it, or modifying it—
because I’m not sure of your intention with it (that’s true for most items below). This item strikes 
me as a bit odd, simply because I initially didn’t see the connection between one’s response and 
her/his race or sexual orientation (R/SO). I now see that it might link to one’s cultural beliefs 
about family relationships and configurations…perhaps that’s what you’re getting at? Whatever 
your intention, it does seem that a number of factors could corrupt the validity of your data. For 
example, adoptees and/or young people may give answers that have no relation to their R/SO. 
Also, the item seems to present strictly binary options, implying that “not relying on the family 
one was born into” necessarily means “supporting oneself.” How does your item consider 
financial support from one’s extended family, church, public assistance, charity, etc.? How are 
you defining “rely”? Does this mean 100% dependence, relying on partial financial support, 
etc? If you keep this item, it seems that it may need tightening in order to give you the 
information you really want. 
 
2. Family members should always help each other when they need 
financial support 
2 2 0 
  ibid 1 
 How are you defining family?—Immediate family only? Extended family? How are you 
defining “help”?—Financial help? Emotional/moral support? Professional networking help? 
Also, if you’re trying to keep things tight, you might want to reword so your use of “they” is 
clearer. Grammatically speaking, your sentence above positions “they” as the helping family 
members (in other words, if I need financial support, I should help my family members). 
 
3. The family that I was born into is always there for me if I need them, 
and I am there for them. 2 2 0 
  ibid 1 
 Again, consider adoptees. Also, do you care if one respondent defines “being there” as being 
willing to drop everything and book a flight to come to your rescue, and another respondent 
defines “being there” as being mostly absent from one’s life, but being willing to talk you 
through a crisis over the phone, the way a hotline would? 
 
4. When LGBTQ people don’t come out, they are not being true to 
themselves. 
3 1 0 
  I guess this is getting at internalized heterosexism? 
 ibid 1 and...given you ask this in another form later, how can you merge the 4&5? This 
second part, of merging questions that are similar, I will pose again, so, much like I do ibid 1, 
I will also ibid 4 
As long as you’re clear about what it means to “come out” (come fully out? Come selectively out? 
Respondents should define it for themselves? Etc.) 
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D3 –Feedback from Q-Sort Piloting, pg. 2 of 10 
 
 Keep 
as is 
Edit Don’t 
keep 
5. Coming out is a very important part of accepting your sexual 
orientation. 
2 1 0 
  Depends on what kind of coming out process we are talking about... what about if somebody is 
coming out as transgender (which is not about sexual orientation but rather about gender 
identity)? 
 Coming out to whom? and ibid 4 
 
6. It’s more important to have a good relationship with my family than 
to come out to them. 
3 1 0 
 
 ibid 4; ibid 1 6&7 
 
7. I’ve chosen not to come out to my family because it would hurt them. 1 3 0 
  What is your definition of “family”? Is it family in general or specific family members? One 
might choose not to come out to the parents but to come out to siblings or viceversa... I think it 
is important the participant knows what you mean by family... Context of who one is out to 
may be useful. In other words, provide a variety of scenarios - out to whom/out where and 
pick divergent locations based on what is important to your study. 
 
8. I’ve chosen not to come out because it would hurt my family’s 
reputation, or embarrass them. 
 
1 3  
 • Because I come out to my family or because other non family persons know my sexual orientation 
and that might hurt the family reputation or embarrass them or because I come out to MY FAMILY 
which might hurt or embarrass them?  
• ibid 7 save for instead of places reasons 
• The above two questions are good, if they are specific possibilities you want to collect data 
about. However, if you’re trying to get a broader sense of why people don’t come out, it seems that 
you need many more options or possibly an open-ended, short-response item. 
9. It is more important to be true to myself, and honest about my sexual 
orientation, than to protect my family’s feelings or reputation. 
1 2  
  Are there similar questions about gender identity as well? It depends on how you pose the 
preceding questions and or if you have this question be conditional. Also note, some may have 
had parents who had positive experiences and reception and who ‘celebrated’ it of sorts given 
their position. This question may be useful in that your population may come with a dominant 
ideology that presupposes such a phrasing, however, there are exceptions to the rule. 
 Again, it may be beneficial to clarify what you mean by “being true to myself and honest 
about my sexual orientation”?-Are you referring to an internal admission or silent embrace of 
oneself? An external expression of sexual orientation, etc? 
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D3 –Feedback from Q-Sort Piloting, pg. 3 of 10 
 
 
Keep 
as is 
Edit 
Don’t 
keep 
10. When I talk about my family, I mean the family I was born into. 2 2 0 
  This answer my question above... ibid 7 and get rid of 11 
 A bit tricky for folks like me-the “mother” I refer to is my birth mother, but the “father” I refer to 
is my adoptive father. I’m not sure how I’d answer the above question. 
 
11. When I talk about my family, I mean the people who support me and 
my sexual orientation. 
2 1 1 
  Gender identity too? See the answer to # 10 
 Another catch-22. What if the people I call my family don’t support my sexual orientation (or 
me myself)? 
 
12. It’s important to speak up when people close to me say things that are 
homophobic. 0 4 0 
  Here you use It’s while in question 9 you used It is.. It would be helpful to choose one and use 
it consistently. Instead of say things that are homophobic you can say: close to me make 
homophobic comments...  
 Do you mean that it’s important for me to speak up when this happens, or it’s important for 
other people to speak up? ibid 1 and 7 actually, where and when? 
 It’s important to speak up when people close to me say things that are homophobic 
 
13. It’s important to speak up when people close to me say racist things. 1 3 0 
  Same as above... make racist comments. ibid 1&7 
 You might consider that a respondent might feel it’s important to speak up (a measure of 
feeling), but might routinely choose not to speak up (a measure of action). 
 
14. Family is whoever you feel connected to and supported by. You can 
choose your own family. 2 1 1 
  This item includes two sentences which may be two different items! The agreement or 
disagreement of the participant on the first sentence might be different from the second sentence. 
ibid 4 and it goes with 10 &11 
 
15. The family you’re born into is always your family, no matter what. 2 1 1 
 
 ibid 14 
 
16. It’s important to me to live near an LGBTQ community. 
3 1 1 
  ibid 1 and when? in school out of school? 
 Maybe you want to add “organized,” “visible,” or “supportive” here?  
17. I rely on people in the LGBTQ community for emotional support. 4 0 0 
 
 ibid 1  
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D3 –Feedback from Q-Sort Piloting, pg. 4 of 10 
 
 
Keep 
as is 
Edit 
Don’t 
keep 
18. It’s important to me to live near my family. 3 1 0 
 
 which family? 
 
19. I rely on my family for emotional support. 
3 1 0 
  Gender identity too? See the answer to # 10 
 Another catch-22. What if the people I call my family don’t support my sexual orientation (or 
me myself)? 
 
20. It’s important for me to live near people of the same ethnicity as me. 
2 1 0 
  Ibid 16 
 Note that some respondents will define ethnicity, race, and culture differently and your word 
choice might influence their responses. That doesn’t make one choice better than another; just 
make sure your question asks what you want to know. 
 
21. I rely on members of my ethnic group for support. 2 2 0 
  ibid 1;4;7 
 This would be a very hard question for me to answer. There are some African Americans I 
would rely on and others I’d never rely on, but in neither case is race the deciding factor. 
Perhaps the item would be better if you made it comparative-something like, “I’m more likely 
to rely on members of my ethnic group than not of my ethnic group.…” 
 
22. I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be an ethnic 
minority. 4 0 0 
 
 No feedback given 
 
23. I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be LGBTQ. 3 1 0 
 
 ibid 1;4;7 
 
24. I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be an LGBTQ 
ethnic minority. 3 1 1 
  I might prefer the wording “both LGBTQ and an ethnic minority.” That frees you from 
imposing one as the adjective and the other as the “main” identity.  
25. I would prefer to be with a partner of the same ethnicity as me. 4 0 0 
  Instead of the same ethnicity as me you can say: of my same ethnicity.  
 Are you going to ask who one has dated?  
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D3 –Feedback from Q-Sort Piloting, pg. 5 of 10 
 
 
Keep 
as is 
Edit 
Don’t 
keep 
26. I would change my ethnicity if it was possible. 2 2 0 
  ibid 1 - rewrite to so answer 
 I actually don’t like this question at all, but that doesn’t make it a bad question. It might yield 
good data. I suppose that because so much negative discourse already surrounds minority 
ethnicities, I might be more likely to use affirmative language like, “I would not change my 
ethnicity, even if it were possible.” But that might 
 
27. I would change my sexual orientation if it was possible. 
2 2 0 
  Gender identity too? 
 ibid 26 it may be temporary feelings based on encounters and spaces 
 See comment #26 
 
28. It would be easier if I was just LGBTQ, or just an ethnic minority, 
instead of both. 2 1 0 
  ibid 27; though may be have an added part that states where and when 
 As a note, I would fully agree with this statement as written. However, if the statement said, “I 
wish I were just LGBTQ, or just an ethnic minority, instead of both,” I would disagree. So 
again, just make sure you’re asking what you want to know. 
 
29. I feel strongly tied to my ethnic group. 3 1 0 
 
 ibid 1 
 
30. I feel strongly tied to the LGBTQ community. 3 1 0 
 
 ibid 29 
 
31. I feel good about my sexual orientation. 1 3 0 
  Gender identity too? 
 ibid 1;4;7 
 “Good” is a bit vague as a descriptor—do you mean proud? At ease? Pleased? 
 
32. I feel good about my ethnicity. 
2 1 1 
  ibid 31 
 See comment #31  
33. I’m glad that I’m both an ethnic minority, and LGBTQ. 4 0 0 
 
 ibid 1 
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D3 –Feedback from Q-Sort Piloting, pg. 6 of 10 
 
 
Keep 
as is 
Edit 
Don’t 
keep 
34. Having sex with someone of the same sex doesn’t mean you’re gay. 2 2 0 
  Yes -- it could mean that you’re bisexual or someone with “same sex attractions” who identifies 
as heterosexual... 
 you may want to position this in another location and in relation to the sexual orientation one; 
are straight identified individuals taking this? 
 Item might be clearer if worded in the affirmative-”Having sex with someone of the same sex 
means you’re gay.” Same feedback for following questions. 
 
35. If a married man has sex with another man, it is not the same as 
cheating on his wife. 
2 2 0 
  are you presuming all your participants are monogamous even if/when married? queer folk 
may be in a ‘straight’ identified relationship, but have an open marriage. You may want to 
pose a question about monogamy. 
 
36. If a married woman has sex with another woman, it is not the same as 
cheating on her husband. 2 2 0 
 
 ibid 35 
 
37. People who have sex with other people of the same gender, and still 
consider themselves straight, are not being honest with themselves. 
They are in denial. 
2 2 0 
  Here you talk about same gender yet in other items you talk about same sex... This should be 
consistent throughout the scale. Here you also have two sentences which can be two items... 
One can be dishonest and not be in denial...  
 Are you presuming one identifies with the gender they are assigned and thereby presuming 
their gender id/so, for example, trans identified individuals’ orientation may not be ‘covered’ 
in the ‘alphabet’ based on their preference... 
 
38. I feel like I have to downplay or hide my sexual orientation to fit in 
with my ethnic community. 
3 1 0 
  Gender identity too? 
 ibid 1;4;7  
39. I feel like I have to downplay my ethnicity to fit in with the LGBTQ 
community. 
4 0 0 
 
 ibid 1;4;7 and like 38 it may be a when/where question 
 
40. I feel fully accepted by other people in my ethnic group. 2 2 0 
  Accepted as a person or as a LGBTQ person? 
 ibid 39 
 As a note, people may disagree with this item based on more than sexual orientation. 
Biracial/multiracial individuals will often disagree to some extent, not because they are 
LGBT, but because they feel “not Latino enough,” for example. Of course, this is relevant for 
question #41 as well. 
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D3 –Feedback from Q-Sort Piloting, pg. 7 of 10 
 
 
Keep 
as is 
Edit 
Don’t 
keep 
41. I feel fully accepted by other people who are LGBTQ. 3 1 0 
 
 Same as item 40. ibid 39 
 
42. There are people with whom I feel completely accepted. 
3 1 0 
  ibid 39 
 Does it matter that some people can probably identify a large group of people who accept 
them and others may only be able to identify only two or three? 
 
43. My closest friends are mostly LGBTQ or allies. 3 1 0 
 
 white or diverse? 
 
44. My closest friends are mostly ethnic minorities. 3 1 0 
 
 straight or diverse? 
 
45. I feel closer to people who are LGBTQ than I do to other ethnic 
minorities. 
1 3 0 
  I don’t understand what you mean by this item... Maybe you can say: I feel closer to people who 
are LGBTQ than I do to people from other ethnic minorities.  
 Do you mean other people who are of the same ethnic minority as me, or just other people who 
are ethnic minorities (but not necessarily the same ethnic minority as me)? 
 ibid 43 
 
46. I feel closer to other ethnic minorities than I do to other LGBTQ 
people. 
2 2 0 
  Maybe you can say: I feel closer to people from other ethnic minorities than I do to other 
LGBTQ people. Does “other” mean they are LGBTQ people from other ethnic minorities or 
the same ethnic minorities? The item can be interpreted in different ways by different 
participants.  
 ibid 44 
 Perhaps you additionally want 1-2 more items: “I feel closest to others who are both ethnic 
minorities and LGBTQ” and/or “Most of the people closest to me are neither LGBTQ nor 
ethnic minorities.” 
 
47. It doesn’t make sense to separate my experiences as an ethnic 
minority and as an LGBTQ person, because I am always both. 
4 0 0 
 
 ibid 1;4;7  
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D3 –Feedback from Q-Sort Piloting, pg. 8 of 10 
 
 
Keep 
as is 
Edit 
Don’t 
keep 
48. I’ve experienced racism from other people who are LGBTQ. 3 1 0 
  ibid 1;4;7 
 You seem to combine all people who are LGBTQ in #48….  
49. I’ve experienced homophobia from other people in my ethnic group. 
3 1 0 
  ibid 48 
 …but not combine all people who are ethnic minorities in #49. Is that your intention?  
50. I go to LGBTQ activities or events. 4 0 0 
 
 ibid 4 
 
51. I go to events or activities that are focused on my ethnic culture, or 
ethnic diversity. 
1 3 0 
  focused on my ethnicity?  
 ibid 4  
52. I belong to groups that support or represent LGBTQ people 
specifically. 
4 0 0 
 
 diverse/white/.what kind/where? 
 
53. I belong to groups that support or represent ethnic minorities. 4 0 0 
 
 ibid 52 
 
54. Same sex marriage should be legal. 4 0 0 
 
 Any questions about marrying someone of another ethnicity?  
 
55. Marriage is important to me. 
4 0 0 
  Could potentially be a different question than “Marriage is important for me (i.e., in my own 
life).”  
56. I would rather be married to someone of the same sex. 3 1 0 
  Since “would rather” implies a comparison, it seems this question is incomplete. I would 
rather be married to someone of the same sex than….being single? Being married to someone 
of the opposite sex? Also, is it possible that you want to use the language, “I would rather 
marry someone of the same sex”? That seems to give a person freedom to enjoy being single 
at the moment. 
 
57. I would rather be married to someone of the opposite sex. 3 1 0 
  would this question be posed as a result of answering as queer? would gays/lesbians be posed 
this question? if so, would they be given a place to explain? 
 See comment #56. 
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D3 –Feedback from Q-Sort Piloting, pg. 9 of 10 
 
 
Keep 
as is 
Edit 
Don’t 
keep 
58. My experiences are different from most LGBTQ people because of my 
ethnicity. 
3 1 0 
  ibid 1;4;7  
 Who will your respondents be? In Utah, it may make sense that “most LGBTQ people” are 
White. However, in other regions, it’s possible that most of the LGBTQ people a person knows 
are non-White. Perhaps you have already accounted for this. 
 
59. My experiences are different from most people in my ethnic group 
because I’m also LGBTQ. 
4 0 0 
 
 ibid 58 
 
60. Being an ethnic minority makes me better able to cope with 
discrimination than LGBTQ people who are White. 
4 0 0 
 
 ibid 1;4;7 
 
61. Being LGBTQ makes me better able to cope with discrimination than 
ethnic minorities that are straight. 
4 0 0 
 
 ibid 60 
 
62. Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority makes be better able to 
understand and relate to people from a variety of different 
backgrounds. 
4 0 0 
 
 ibid 60 
 
63. I think I value diversity more than most people in my ethnic group 
who are straight. 
4 0 0 
 
 ibid 1;4;7 
 
64. I think I value diversity more than most people who are LGBTQ and 
white. 
3 0 0 
  ibid 1;4;7...Though, the positioning of both of these questions leaves much to be considered, 
where are you going to position them in relation to each other? I think I posed the question in 
an earlier written response, but food for thought. 
 
 
65. Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority person makes me special 
because I am unique. 
3 1 0 
  :) 
 I feel a little resistant to the word “special.” I’m not sure why. I guess I appreciate being both 
LGBTQ and an ethnic minority because it does tend to make me unique in a crowd, but I don’t 
feel “special,” per se, compared to the next person who is special for different reasons. 
 
66. Being an ethnic and LGBTQ, I feel a greater sense of belonging 
because I am a part of both groups. 
2 2 0 
  Being an ethnic MINORITY?  
 ibid 1;4;7 
 Needs a change of language (AN ETHNIC) 
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D3 –Feedback from Q-Sort Piloting, pg. 10 of 10 
 
 
Keep 
as is 
Edit 
Don’t 
keep 
67. I feel like the label lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgendered describes 
my sexual orientation or gender. 
2 2 0 
  how about the label Questioning? you talk about LGBTQ but you don;t include the Q on this 
item.  
 What does it mean if the label does not describe them (i.e. if the person identifies as pansexual or 
non-identifying)? 
 not transgendered; transgender or transgenderess (sp unknown; heard in a lecture) 
 
68. I have sex with people of the same sex as me, but I’m not gay, lesbian, 
or bisexual. 
2 2 0 
  I though all of the participants identify as gay, lesbian, bisexual or questioning... But with this 
item it seems that your participants are people who have sex with other people of the same 
sex. If this is so you have to rephrase all of the items that talk about being LGBTQ or 
belonging to an LGBTQ community... If the participant says this is very true to them, that they 
are not gay, lesbian or bisexual, how will you use the other items when they refer to LGBTQ... 
Depending on your sample you should decide if you want to keep this item or not... I wouldn’t 
keep it.  
 do you want them to expla... 
 Perhaps you’d also like a similar item to get responses from people who feel attractions or 
have acted on same-sex attractions in ways that don’t include sex? 
 
69. If a man is married to a woman, he’s straight, even if sometimes has 
sex with men. 
3 1 0 
 
 good question, ‘men’ can be queer and married to ‘women’ I like it! 
 
70. If a woman is married to a man, she’s straight, even if she sometimes 
has sex with women. 
4 0 0 
 
 ibid 69 
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D4 – Revised Q-Sort Items After Piloting, pg. 1 of 2 
 
Final Q-Sort Items 
Revised after piloting 
1 The family that I was raised with is always there for me if I need them, and I am there for them. 
2 When LGBTQ people don’t come out, they are not being true to themselves. 
3 Coming out is a very important part of accepting your sexual orientation or gender identity. 
4 It’s more important to have a good relationship with my family than to come out to them. 
5 I’ve chosen not to come out to some members my family because it would hurt them. 
6 It is more important to be open and honest with others about my sexual orientation or gender 
identity, than to protect my family’s feelings or reputation. 
7 When I talk about my family, I mean the family I was raised by. 
8 When I talk about my family, I mean the people who support me in my sexual orientation or 
gender identity. 
9 It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make homophobic comments. 
10 It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make racist comments. 
11 Family is whoever you feel connected to and supported by. 
12 The family that raised you is always your family, no matter what. 
13 It’s important to me to live near an organized, visible, supportive LGBTQ community. 
14 I rely on people in the LGBTQ community and allies for emotional support. 
15 It’s important to me to live near the family that raised me. 
16 I rely on the family that raised me for emotional support.  
17 It’s important for me to live near people of a similar race/ethnicity as me. 
18 When I need emotional support, I’m more likely to rely on people with a similar ethnic/racial 
background to mine, than people of other ethnicities.  
19 I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be an ethnic minority. 
20 I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be LGBTQ. 
21 I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be both LGBTQ and ethnic minority. 
22 I would prefer to be with a partner of my same ethnicity(ies). 
23 I would never change my ethnicity(ies), even if that was possible. 
24 I would never change my sexual orientation or gender identity, even if that was possible. 
25 It would be easier if I was just LGBTQ, or just an ethnic minority, instead of both. 
26 I feel strongly tied to my ethnic group(s). 
27 I feel strongly tied to the LGBTQ community. 
28 I feel good about my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
29 I feel good about my ethnicity(ies). 
30 I’m glad that I’m both an ethnic minority, and LGBTQ. 
31 Having sex with someone of the same sex always means you’re gay or bisexual. 
32 If a man in a committed, monogamous relationship has sex with another man, it is not the same as 
cheating. 
33 If a woman in a committed, monogamous relationship has sex with another woman, it is not the 
same as cheating. 
34 People who have sex with other people of the same sex, and still consider themselves straight, are 
not being honest with themselves.  
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35 I feel like I have to downplay or hide my sexual orientation or gender identity to fit in with my 
ethnic community(ies). 
36 I feel like I have to downplay my ethnicity(ies) to fit in with the LGBTQ community. 
37 I feel fully accepted as an LGBTQ person by other people in my ethnic group. 
38 I feel fully accepted as an ethnic minority by other people who are LGBTQ. 
39 There are people with whom I feel completely accepted. 
40 I feel closer to people who are LGBTQ than I do to ethnic minorities who are straight. 
41 I feel closer to ethnic minorities than I do to white LGBTQ people. 
42 My closest friends are people who are both LGBTQ and ethnic minorities, rather than people who 
don’t identify as both. 
43 It doesn’t make sense to separate my experiences as an ethnic minority and as an LGBTQ person, 
because I am always both. 
44 I’ve experienced racism from people who are LGBTQ. 
45 I’ve experienced homophobia from ethnic minorities. 
46 I participate in groups or events that are focused on the LGBTQ community. 
47 I participate in groups or events that are focused on my ethnicity, or ethnic diversity. 
48 I participate in groups or events that are focused on people who are ethnic minorities and LGBTQ. 
49 Same sex marriage should be legal. 
50 If/when getting married, I prefer to marry someone of the same sex. 
51 If/when getting married, I prefer to marry someone of the same race/ethnicity. 
52 My experiences are different from white LGBTQ people because of my ethnicity. 
53 My experiences are different from straight people in my ethnic group because I’m LGBTQ. 
54 Being an ethnic minority makes me better able to cope with discrimination than LGBTQ people 
who are White. 
55 Being LGBTQ makes me better able to cope with discrimination than ethnic minorities that are 
straight. 
56 Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority makes be better able to understand and relate to people from 
a variety of different backgrounds. 
57 I think I value diversity more than most people in my ethnic group who are straight. 
58 I think I value diversity more than most people who are LGBTQ and white. 
59 I appreciate being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority because I am unique. 
60 Being an ethnic minority and LGBTQ, I feel a greater sense of belonging because I am a part of 
both groups. 
61 I feel like there is a good label (for example: lesbian, gay, bisexual, questioning, pansexual, queer, 
or transgender) to describe my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
62 I have sex with and/or I am attracted to people of the same sex as me, but I’m not gay, lesbian, or 
bisexual. 
63 If a man is married to a woman, he’s straight, even if sometimes has sex with men. 
64 If a woman is married to a man, she’s straight, even if she sometimes has sex with women. 
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Appendix E 
 Q-Models
  
E1 – Q-Model for Factor 1 
Q-Model 1: Statements with Consensus (Agree, Disagree, or Neutral) Among Samples  
High 
Salience: 
Agree 
Sample 1 Q-
Score 
Sample 2 
Q-Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average Statement 
5 5 7 5.67  There are people with whom I feel completely accepted. 
5 7 4 5.33  Same sex marriage should be legal. 
7 4 4 5  It doesn’t make sense to separate my experiences as an ethnic minority and as 
an LGBTQ person, because I am always both. 
4 3 6 4.33  I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be LGBTQ. 
2 6 5 4.33  It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make homophobic 
comments. 
Low 
Salience 
4 6 1 3.67  I feel good about my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
4 2 4 3.33  My experiences are different from straight people in my ethnic group because 
I’m LGBTQ. 
 3 4 3 3.33  It’s important to me to live near an organized, visible, supportive LGBTQ 
community. 
3 3 3 3  It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make racist comments. 
 2 2 5 3  I’m glad that I’m both an ethnic minority, and LGBTQ. 
2 3 4 3  I participate in groups or events that are focused on the LGBTQ community. 
 3 2 3 2.67  I’ve experienced homophobia from ethnic minorities. 
2 4 2 2.67  I rely on people in the LGBTQ community and allies for emotional support. 
 3 2 2 2.33  Family is whoever you feel connected to and supported by. 
4 1 2 2.33  I appreciate being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority because I am unique. 
 1 5 1 2.33  If/when getting married, I prefer to marry someone of the same sex. 
3 1 1 1.67  I feel good about my ethnicity(ies). 
1
2
1
 
  
Q-Model 1: Statements with Consensus (Agree, Disagree, or Neutral) Among Samples  
 2 1 2 1.67  I’ve experienced racism from people who are LGBTQ. 
1 3 1 1.67  I feel like there is a good label (for example: lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
questioning, pansexual, queer, or transgender) to describe my sexual 
orientation or gender identity. 
1 1 1 1  Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority makes be better able to understand and 
relate to people from a variety of different backgrounds. 
 -1 -1 -3 -1.67  I rely on the family that raised me for emotional support. 
 -2 -2 -1 -1.67  Being an ethnic minority makes me better able to cope with discrimination 
than LGBTQ people who are White. 
 -1 -3 -2 -2  I feel strongly tied to my ethnic group(s). 
 -2 -3 -1 -2  I would prefer to be with a partner of my same ethnicity(ies).  
 -2 -3 -2 -2.33  When I need emotional support, I’m more likely to rely on people with a 
similar ethnic/racial background to mine, than on people of other ethnicities. 
 -3 -3 -1 -2.33  If/when getting married, I prefer to marry someone of the same 
race/ethnicity. 
 -2 -1 -5 -2.67  It would be easier if I was just LGBTQ, or just an ethnic minority, instead of 
both. 
 -2 -2 -4 -2.67  When LGBTQ people don’t come out, they are not being true to themselves. 
 -3 -4 -1 -2.67  I feel like I have to downplay my ethnicity(ies) to fit in with the LGBTQ 
community. 
 -3 -4 -2 -3  Being LGBTQ makes me better able to cope with discrimination than ethnic 
minorities that are straight. 
 -4 -5 -2 -3.67  It’s more important to have a good relationship with my family than to come 
out to them. 
 -6 -1 -4 -3.67  Having sex with someone of the same sex always means you’re gay or 
bisexual. 
1
2
2
 
  
Q-Model 1: Statements with Consensus (Agree, Disagree, or Neutral) Among Samples  
High 
Salience: 
Disagree 
-4 -5 -5 -4.67  If a man is married to a woman, he’s straight, even if sometimes has sex with 
men. 
-5 -5 -5 -5  If a woman is married to a man, she’s straight, even if she sometimes has sex 
with women. 
-5 -6 -6 -5.67  If a woman in a committed, monogamous relationship has sex with another 
woman, it is not the same as cheating. 
-7 -6 -6 -6.33  If a man in a committed, monogamous relationship has sex with another man, it 
is not the same as cheating. 
-6 -7 -7 -6.67  I have sex with and/or I am attracted to people of the same sex as me, but I’m 
not gay, lesbian, or bisexual. 
 
1
3
2
 
1
2
3
 
  
E1 – Q-Model for Factor 1 
 
Q-Model 1: Statements without Consensus Among Samples 
Sample 1 
Q-Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average   
5 5 0 3.33  I would never change my sexual orientation or gender identity, even if that was possible. 
6 0 3 3  I would never change my ethnicity(ies), even if that was possible. 
6 0 2 2.67  My experiences are different from white LGBTQ people because of my ethnicity. 
0 4 2 2  I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be an ethnic minority. 
0 0 6 2  I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be both LGBTQ and ethnic 
minority. 
1 3 0 1.33  I feel strongly tied to the LGBTQ community. 
0 -2 5 1  I participate in groups or events that are focused on my ethnicity, or ethnic diversity. 
1 1 0 0.67  Coming out is a very important part of accepting your sexual orientation or gender identity. 
0 -2 3 0.33  I participate in groups or events that are focused on people who are ethnic minorities and 
LGBTQ. 
1 -1 0 0  I think I value diversity more than most people who are LGBTQ and white. 
0 0 0 0  When I talk about my family, I mean the people who support me in my sexual orientation or 
gender identity. 
1 2 -4 -0.33  It is more important to be open and honest with others about my sexual orientation or 
gender identity, than to protect my family’s feelings or reputation. 
-1 -1 1 -0.33  It’s important to me to live near the family that raised me. 
-1 -1 1 -0.33  I feel like I have to downplay or hide my sexual orientation or gender identity to fit in with 
my ethnic community(ies). 
-1 0 -1 -0.67  When I talk about my family, I mean the family I was raised by. 
-2 1 -1 -0.67  The family that I was raised with is always there for me if I need them, and I am there for 
them. 
2 -4 -1 -1  I think I value diversity more than most people in my ethnic group who are straight. 
0 -3 0 -1  My closest friends are people who are both LGBTQ and ethnic minorities, rather than 
1
2
4
 
  
 
Q-Model 1: Statements without Consensus Among Samples 
Sample 1 
Q-Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average   
people who don’t identify as both. 
-3 2 -2 -1  The family that raised you is always your family, no matter what. 
-1 -2 0 -1  I feel closer to ethnic minorities than I do to white LGBTQ people. 
0 -4 0 -1.33  It’s important for me to live near people of a similar race/ethnicity as me. 
-1 0 -3 -1.33  People who have sex with other people of the same sex, and still consider themselves 
straight, are not being honest with themselves. 
0 -1 -4 -1.67  I feel closer to white people who are LGBTQ than I do to ethnic minorities who are straight. 
-4 -2 1 -1.67  I’ve chosen not to come out to some members my family because it would hurt them. 
-3 0 -3 -2  I feel fully accepted as an LGBTQ person by other ethnic minorities. 
-4 0 -2 -2  Being an ethnic minority and LGBTQ, I feel a greater sense of belonging because I am a 
part of both groups. 
-5 1 -3 -2.33  I feel fully accepted as an ethnic minority by other people who are LGBTQ. 
5 5 0 3.33  I would never change my sexual orientation or gender identity, even if that was possible. 
 
1
3
4
 
1
2
5
 
  
E2 – Q-Model for Factor 2 
 
Q-Model 2: Statements with Consensus (Agree, Disagree, or Neutral) Among Samples 
High 
Salience: 
Agree 
Sample 1 Q-
Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average Statement 
5 5 7 5.67 Same sex marriage should be legal. 
 4 7 2 4.33 I would never change my ethnicity(ies), even if that was possible. 
Low 
Salience 
5 4 2 3.67 Family is whoever you feel connected to and supported by. 
3 1 2 2 When I talk about my family, I mean the family I was raised by. 
3 1 2 2 I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be LGBTQ. 
2 1 0 1 Coming out is a very important part of accepting your sexual orientation or 
gender identity. 
1 1 1 1 I appreciate being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority because I am unique. 
-2 -1 -2 -1.67 People who have sex with other people of the same sex, and still consider 
themselves straight, are not being honest with themselves. 
-1 -1 -5 -2.33 I feel fully accepted as an LGBTQ person by other ethnic minorities. 
-1 -5 -2 -2.67 Having sex with someone of the same sex always means you’re gay or bisexual. 
-5 -3 -2 -3.33 It is more important to be open and honest with others about my sexual 
orientation or gender identity, than to protect my family’s feelings or reputation. 
-3 -2 -6 -3.67 Being an ethnic minority and LGBTQ, I feel a greater sense of belonging 
because I am a part of both groups. 
  
1
3
5
 
1
2
6
 
  
E2 – Q-Model for Factor 2 
 
High 
Salience: 
Disagree 
-6 -4 -4 -4.67 If a woman in a committed, monogamous relationship has sex with another 
woman, it is not the same as cheating. 
 -6 -6 -3 -5 If a man in a committed, monogamous relationship has sex with another man, it 
is not the same as cheating. 
 -5 -6 -7 -6 I have sex with and/or I am attracted to people of the same sex as me, but I’m not 
gay, lesbian, or bisexual. 
 -7 -7 -5 -6.33 If a man is married to a woman, he’s straight, even if sometimes has sex with 
men. 
 
1
3
6
 
1
2
7
 
  
E2 – Q-Model for Factor 2 
Q-Model 2: Statements without Consensus Among Samples 
Sample 1 
Q-Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average   
0 2 6 2.67  I’ve experienced homophobia from ethnic minorities. 
0 4 3 2.33  It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make homophobic comments. 
3 4 0 2.33  I feel good about my ethnicity(ies). 
6 1 0 2.33  There are people with whom I feel completely accepted. 
2 -1 6 2.33  I participate in groups or events that are focused on the LGBTQ community. 
7 -1 -1 1.67  I’ve chosen not to come out to some members my family because it would hurt them. 
3 -2 4 1.67  It’s important to me to live near an organized, visible, supportive LGBTQ community. 
4 2 -1 1.67  I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be both LGBTQ and ethnic 
minority.  
5 0 -1 1.33  It’s more important to have a good relationship with my family than to come out to them. 
-2 6 0 1.33  It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make racist comments. 
-3 3 4 1.33  My experiences are different from white LGBTQ people because of my ethnicity. 
0 0 5 1.67  I think I value diversity more than most people who are LGBTQ and white. 
2 2 0 1.33  I rely on the family that raised me for emotional support. 
4 0 0 1.33  Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority makes be better able to understand and relate to 
people from a variety of different backgrounds. 
2 6 -2 2  I participate in groups or events that are focused on my ethnicity, or ethnic diversity. 
1 3 -1 1  I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be an ethnic minority. 
1 0 2 1  I feel good about my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
4 0 -1 1  I participate in groups or events that are focused on people who are ethnic minorities and 
LGBTQ. 
0 0 3 1  If/when getting married, I prefer to marry someone of the same sex. 
-4 3 4 1  My experiences are different from straight people in my ethnic group because I’m LGBTQ. 
1
2
8
 
  
Q-Model 2: Statements without Consensus Among Samples 
Sample 1 
Q-Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average   
1 0 1 0.67  The family that I was raised with is always there for me if I need them, and I am there for 
them. 
-1 -2 5 0.67  I would never change my sexual orientation or gender identity, even if that was possible. 
-1 5 -2 0.67  I feel strongly tied to my ethnic group(s). 
1 1 0 0.67  I’m glad that I’m both an ethnic minority, and LGBTQ. 
6 -1 -3 0.67  I feel fully accepted as an ethnic minority by other people who are LGBTQ. 
-1 1 2 0.67  I think I value diversity more than most people in my ethnic group who are straight. 
-4 2 3 0.33  It would be easier if I was just LGBTQ, or just an ethnic minority, instead of both. 
-3 3 1 0.33  Being an ethnic minority makes me better able to cope with discrimination than LGBTQ 
people who are White.  
-1 -2 3 0  I rely on people in the LGBTQ community and allies for emotional support. 
  
1
3
8
 
1
2
9
 
  
E2 – Q-Model for Factor 2, p. 5 of 6 
 
0 4 -4 0  It’s important for me to live near people of a similar race/ethnicity as me. 
-2 5 -3 0  I feel closer to ethnic minorities than I do to white LGBTQ people. 
-1 -2 3 0  It doesn’t make sense to separate my experiences as an ethnic minority and as an LGBTQ 
person, because I am always both. 
3 -4 0 -0.33  When LGBTQ people don’t come out, they are not being true to themselves. 
-2 0 1 -0.33  I feel like there is a good label (for example: lesbian, gay, bisexual, questioning, pansexual, 
queer, or transgender) to describe my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
1 -2 -1 -0.67  The family that raised you is always your family, no matter what. 
2 -3 -1 -0.67  It’s important to me to live near the family that raised me. 
0 -3 1 -0.67  I feel strongly tied to the LGBTQ community. 
-4 -3 5 -0.67  I feel like I have to downplay my ethnicity(ies) to fit in with the LGBTQ community. 
-2 -4 4 -0.67  I’ve experienced racism from people who are LGBTQ. 
-2 3 -4 -1  When I need emotional support, I’m more likely to rely on people with a similar 
ethnic/racial background to mine, than on people of other ethnicities. 
2 -1 -4 -1  My closest friends are people who are both LGBTQ and ethnic minorities, rather than 
people who don’t identify as both. 
0 -1 -3 -1.33  When I talk about my family, I mean the people who support me in my sexual orientation or 
gender identity. 
0 2 -6 -1.33  If/when getting married, I prefer to marry someone of the same race/ethnicity. 
1 -3 -2 -1.33  Being LGBTQ makes me better able to cope with discrimination than ethnic minorities that 
are straight. 
-3 2 -5 -2  I would prefer to be with a partner of my same ethnicity(ies). 
-3 -5 1 -2.33  I feel closer to white people who are LGBTQ than I do to ethnic minorities who are straight. 
-4 -5 1 -2.67  I feel like I have to downplay or hide my sexual orientation or gender identity to fit in with 
my ethnic community(ies). 
1
3
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E3 – Q-Model for Factor 3 
Q-Model 3: Statements with Consensus Among Samples  
 Sample 1 Q-
Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average  Statement 
High 
Salience: 
Agree 
7 5 2 4.67  I feel like I have to downplay or hide my sexual orientation or gender 
identity to fit in with my ethnic community(ies). 
5 7 1 4.33  It’s important to me to live near an organized, visible, supportive LGBTQ 
community. 
3 6 4 4.33  My experiences are different from straight people in my ethnic group 
because I’m LGBTQ. 
1 6 5 4  I feel good about my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
Low 
Salience 
4 3 4 3.67  Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority makes be better able to understand 
and relate to people from a variety of different backgrounds. 
3 5 2 3.33  It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make racist 
comments. 
5 3 1 3  I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be LGBTQ. 
2 1 4 2.33  I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be an ethnic 
minority. 
2 2 3 2.33  My experiences are different from white LGBTQ people because of my 
ethnicity. 
1 4 1 2  I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be both LGBTQ 
and ethnic minority. 
-2 -1 -1 -1.33  I would prefer to be with a partner of my same ethnicity(ies).  
-2 -1 -1 -1.33  If/when getting married, I prefer to marry someone of the same 
race/ethnicity. 
-6 -1 2 -1.67  I would never change my sexual orientation or gender identity, even if that 
was possible.  
  
1
4
0
 
1
3
1
 
  
E 3 – Q-Model for Factor 3 
 
 -3 -1 -3 -2.33  It is more important to be open and honest with others about my sexual 
orientation or gender identity, than to protect my family’s feelings or 
reputation. 
-2 -2 -4 -2.67  I’ve chosen not to come out to some members my family because it would 
hurt them. 
-7 -1 -2 -3.33  Being an ethnic minority and LGBTQ, I feel a greater sense of belonging 
because I am a part of both groups. 
-1 -4 -6 -3.67  Having sex with someone of the same sex always means you’re gay or 
bisexual. 
-1 -7 -3 -3.67  People who have sex with other people of the same sex, and still consider 
themselves straight, are not being honest with themselves. 
-3 -3 -5 -3.67  If a man is married to a woman, he’s straight, even if sometimes has sex 
with men. 
High 
Salience: 
Disagree 
-3 -4 -5 -4  When LGBTQ people don’t come out, they are not being true to 
themselves. 
-4 -3 -7 -4.67  If a man in a committed, monogamous relationship has sex with another 
man, it is not the same as cheating. 
-4 -4 -6 -4.67  If a woman in a committed, monogamous relationship has sex with another 
woman, it is not the same as cheating. 
-5 -5 -4 -4.67  I have sex with and/or I am attracted to people of the same sex as me, but 
I’m not gay, lesbian, or bisexual.  
-4 -6 -5 -5  If a woman is married to a man, she’s straight, even if she sometimes has 
sex with women. 
 
1
4
1
 
1
3
2
 
  
E3 – Q-Model for Factor 3 
Q-Model 3: Statements without Consensus Among Samples 
Sample 1 
Q-Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average  Statement 
4 0 5 3  When I talk about my family, I mean the family I was raised by. 
0 1 6 2.33  Same sex marriage should be legal. 
0 2 4 2  I feel good about my ethnicity(ies). 
6 1 -1 2  Being LGBTQ makes me better able to cope with discrimination than ethnic minorities that 
are straight. 
5 3 -2 2  I think I value diversity more than most people in my ethnic group who are straight. 
0 -2 7 1.67  The family that I was raised with is always there for me if I need them, and I am there for 
them. 
3 2 0 1.67  It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make homophobic comments. 
1 4 0 1.67  I’ve experienced racism from people who are LGBTQ. 
4 0 1 1.67  I’ve experienced homophobia from ethnic minorities. 
2 4 -1 1.67  I participate in groups or events that are focused on people who are ethnic minorities and 
LGBTQ. 
-1 4 2 1.67  Being an ethnic minority makes me better able to cope with discrimination than LGBTQ 
people who are White. 
-3 1 6 1.333  There are people with whom I feel completely accepted. 
4 0 0 1.33  I participate in groups or events that are focused on the LGBTQ community. 
-1 2 2 1  I’m glad that I’m both an ethnic minority, and LGBTQ. 
-1 3 1 1  I appreciate being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority because I am unique. 
1 5 -3 1  I think I value diversity more than most people who are LGBTQ and white. 
3 1 -1 1  I feel like there is a good label (for example: lesbian, gay, bisexual, questioning, pansexual, 
queer, or transgender) to describe my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
2 0 0 0.67  Family is whoever you feel connected to and supported by. 
3 1 -2 0.67  I feel closer to white people who are LGBTQ than I do to ethnic minorities who are straight. 
0 2 0 0.667  I rely on people in the LGBTQ community and allies for emotional support.  
1
4
2
 
1
3
3
 
  
Q-Model 3: Statements without Consensus Among Samples 
Sample 1 
Q-Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average  Statement 
1 -3 3 0.33  The family that raised you is always your family, no matter what. 
6 -1 -4 0.33  It would be easier if I was just LGBTQ, or just an ethnic minority, instead of both. 
-2 3 0 0.33  It doesn’t make sense to separate my experiences as an ethnic minority and as an LGBTQ 
person, because I am always both. 
2 -5 3 0  If/when getting married, I prefer to marry someone of the same sex. 
0 -4 3 -0.33  I rely on the family that raised me for emotional support. 
-2 1 0 -0.33  It’s important for me to live near people of a similar race/ethnicity as me.  
2 -2 -2 -0.67  Coming out is a very important part of accepting your sexual orientation or gender identity. 
-3 -2 3 -0.67  It’s more important to have a good relationship with my family than to come out to them. 
1 0 -3 -0.67  I feel strongly tied to the LGBTQ community. 
1 -1 -2 -0.67  I participate in groups or events that are focused on my ethnicity, or ethnic diversity.  
-6 -2 5 -1  I would never change my ethnicity(ies), even if that was possible. 
-2 -2 1 -1  I feel strongly tied to my ethnic group(s). 
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E3 – Q-Model for Factor 3 
 
0 0 -3 -1  I feel like I have to downplay my ethnicity(ies) to fit in with the LGBTQ community. 
-4 2 -2 -1.33  When I talk about my family, I mean the people who support me in my sexual orientation or 
gender identity. 
-1 -5 2 -1.33  It’s important to me to live near the family that raised me. 
0 -3 -1 -1.33  When I need emotional support, I’m more likely to rely on people with a similar 
ethnic/racial background to mine, than on people of other ethnicities. 
0 -3 -1 -1.33  I feel fully accepted as an ethnic minority by other people who are LGBTQ. 
-5 0 1 -1.33  I feel closer to ethnic minorities than I do to white LGBTQ people. 
-1 0 -4 -1.67  My closest friends are people who are both LGBTQ and ethnic minorities, rather than 
people who don’t identify as both.  
-5 -6 0 -3.67  I feel fully accepted as an LGBTQ person by other ethnic minorities.  
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E4 – Q-Model for Factor 4 
 
Q-Model 4: Statements with Consensus Among Samples 
 Sample 1 Q-
Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average  Statement 
High 
Salience: 
Agree 
6 6 4 5.33  I’ve experienced homophobia from ethnic minorities. 
4 4 6 4.67  It doesn’t make sense to separate my experiences as an ethnic minority and 
as an LGBTQ person, because I am always both. 
Low 
Salience 
4 6 1 3.67  I feel good about my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
4 5 2 3.67  Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority makes be better able to understand 
and relate to people from a variety of different backgrounds. 
 2 5 3 3.33  I think I value diversity more than most people who are LGBTQ and white. 
 5 1 3 3  It’s more important to have a good relationship with my family than to 
come out to them. 
 1 3 5 3  I would never change my ethnicity(ies), even if that was possible. 
 3 1 4 2.67  My experiences are different from white LGBTQ people because of my 
ethnicity. 
 -1 -1 -4 -2  I appreciate being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority because I am unique. 
 -4 -1 -2 -2.33  Coming out is a very important part of accepting your sexual orientation or 
gender identity. 
 -1 -1 -6 -2.67  I rely on people in the LGBTQ community and allies for emotional 
support. 
 -5 -3 -1 -3  When LGBTQ people don’t come out, they are not being true to 
themselves. 
 -3 -4 -2 -3  The family that raised you is always your family, no matter what. 
 -4 -3 -2 -3  If a man is married to a woman, he’s straight, even if sometimes has sex 
with men. 
 -3 -6 -1 -3.33  It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make homophobic 
comments. 
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Q-Model 4: Statements with Consensus Among Samples 
 Sample 1 Q-
Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average  Statement 
 -6 -1 -3 -3.33  People who have sex with other people of the same sex, and still consider 
themselves straight, are not being honest with themselves. 
 -1 -6 -4 -3.67  My closest friends are people who are both LGBTQ and ethnic minorities, 
rather than people who don’t identify as both.  
High 
Salience: 
Disagree 
-6 -2 -5 -4.33  If a woman in a committed, monogamous relationship has sex with another 
woman, it is not the same as cheating. 
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E4 – Q-Model for Factor 4 
 
Q-Model 4: Statements without Consensus Among Samples 
Sample 1 
Q-Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average  Statement 
5 5 0 3.33  It’s important that I speak up when people close to me make racist comments. 
6 -1 5 3.33  I feel like I have to downplay my ethnicity(ies) to fit in with the LGBTQ community. 
7 3 -1 3  When I talk about my family, I mean the people who support me in my sexual orientation or 
gender identity.  
0 7 1 2.67  Same sex marriage should be legal. 
0 3 2 1.67  I would never change my sexual orientation or gender identity, even if that was possible. 
1 0 4 1.67  I’m glad that I’m both an ethnic minority, and LGBTQ. 
0 4 1 1.67  I feel closer to white people who are LGBTQ than I do to ethnic minorities who are straight. 
3 -4 5 1.33  I participate in groups or events that are focused on the LGBTQ community. 
3 1 -1 1  It’s important to me to live near an organized, visible, supportive LGBTQ community. 
3 4 -4 1  I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be an ethnic minority. 
4 -3 2 1  There are people with whom I feel completely accepted. 
5 2 -4 1  I’ve experienced racism from people who are LGBTQ. 
-1 1 3 1  I have sex with and/or I am attracted to people of the same sex as me, but I’m not gay, 
lesbian, or bisexual. 
1 -1 2 0.67  I would prefer to be with a partner of my same ethnicity(ies). 
1 3 -2 0.67  I feel like I have to downplay or hide my sexual orientation or gender identity to fit in with 
my ethnic community(ies). 
0 -5 7 0.67  I feel closer to ethnic minorities than I do to white LGBTQ people. 
0 -2 4 0.67  I participate in groups or events that are focused on people who are ethnic minorities and 
LGBTQ.  
-1 -3 6 0.67  If a woman is married to a man, she’s straight, even if she sometimes has sex with women. 
-1 1 1 0.33  Family is whoever you feel connected to and supported by. 
2 -2 1 0.33  I feel fully accepted as an LGBTQ person by other ethnic minorities. 
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Q-Model 4: Statements without Consensus Among Samples 
Sample 1 
Q-Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average  Statement 
3 -2 0 0.33  My experiences are different from straight people in my ethnic group because I’m LGBTQ. 
1 2 -2 0.33  Being an ethnic minority makes me better able to cope with discrimination than LGBTQ 
people who are White. 
1 -1 1 0.33  I think I value diversity more than most people in my ethnic group who are straight. 
-2 3 -1 0  The family that I was raised with is always there for me if I need them, and I am there for 
them. 
2 0 -3 -0.33  I’ve chosen not to come out to some members my family because it would hurt them. 
-1 0 0 -0.33  I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be both LGBTQ and ethnic 
minority. 
-4 0 3 -0.33  I feel fully accepted as an ethnic minority by other people who are LGBTQ. 
-5 4 -1 -0.67  It’s important to me to live near the family that raised me. 
2 1 -5 -0.67  I have people to talk to who understand what it’s like to be LGBTQ. 
1 0 -3 -0.67  I feel strongly tied to my ethnic group(s). 
2 0 -5 -1  When I talk about my family, I mean the family I was raised by. 
0 -5 2 -1  It’s important for me to live near people of a similar race/ethnicity as me. 
0 -2 -1 -1  When I need emotional support, I’m more likely to rely on people with a similar 
ethnic/racial background to mine, than on people of other ethnicities. 
-2 -2 1 -1  It would be easier if I was just LGBTQ, or just an ethnic minority, instead of both. 
-2 2 -3 -1  I feel strongly tied to the LGBTQ community. 
0 -3 0 -1  I feel good about my ethnicity(ies). 
-2 -4 3 -1  If a man in a committed, monogamous relationship has sex with another man, it is not the 
same as cheating.  
-3 0 0 -1  If/when getting married, I prefer to marry someone of the same race/ethnicity. 
-4 2 -2 -1.33  It is more important to be open and honest with others about my sexual orientation or 
gender identity, than to protect my family’s feelings or reputation. 
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Q-Model 4: Statements without Consensus Among Samples 
Sample 1 
Q-Score 
Sample 2 Q-
Score 
Sample 3 
Q-Score 
Average  Statement 
-3 2 -3 -1.33  I rely on the family that raised me for emotional support. 
2 1 -7 -1.33  I participate in groups or events that are focused on my ethnicity, or ethnic diversity. 
-2 -4 2 -1.33  Being LGBTQ makes me better able to cope with discrimination than ethnic minorities that 
are straight. 
-5 0 0 -1.67  I feel like there is a good label (for example: lesbian, gay, bisexual, questioning, pansexual, 
queer, or transgender) to describe my sexual orientation or gender identity. 
-2 2 -6 -2  If/when getting married, I prefer to marry someone of the same sex. 
-3 -5 0 -2.67  Being an ethnic minority and LGBTQ, I feel a greater sense of belonging because I am a 
part of both groups.  
-7 -7 0 -4.67  Having sex with someone of the same sex always means you’re gay or bisexual.  
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E4 – Q-Model pg. 1 of 5 
Distinguishing Statements: Ability to Differentiate Among Q-Models 
 Q-Models   
Statement 
# 
1 2 3 4 
Max. 
Difference 
Statement 
35 0 -4 7 1 11 
I feel like I have to downplay or hide 
my sexual orientation or gender identity 
to fit in with my ethnic community(ies). 
9 5 5 2 -5 10 
It’s important that I speak up when 
people close to me make homophobic 
comments. 
36 -4 -2 -1 5 9 
I feel like I have to downplay my 
ethnicity(ies) to fit in with the LGBTQ 
community. 
62 -7 -6 -6 2 9 
I have sex with and/or I am attracted to 
people of the same sex as me, but I’m 
not gay, lesbian, or bisexual. 
4 -4 2 -1 4 8 
It’s more important to have a good 
relationship with my family than to 
come out to them. 
64 -5 -5 -7 1 8 
If a woman is married to a man, she’s 
straight, even if she sometimes has sex 
with women. 
14 3 0 0 -4 7 
I rely on people in the LGBTQ 
community and allies for emotional 
support. 
23 3 6 -1 4 7 
I would never change my ethnicity(ies), 
even if that was possible. 
24 4 0 -3 3 7 
I would never change my sexual 
orientation or gender identity, even if 
that was possible. 
29 1 5 3 -2 7 I feel good about my ethnicity(ies). 
40 -2 -4 0 3 7 
I feel closer to white people who are 
LGBTQ than I do to ethnic minorities 
who are straight. 
43 6 -1 0 6 7 
It doesn’t make sense to separate my 
experiences as an ethnic minority and 
as an LGBTQ person, because I am 
always both. 
55 -4 -3 3 -3 7 
Being LGBTQ makes me better able to 
cope with discrimination than ethnic 
minorities that are straight. 
5 -1 3 -3 0 6 
I’ve chosen not to come out to some 
members my family because it would 
hurt them. 
8 0 -2 -2 4 6 
When I talk about my family, I mean 
the people who support me in my 
sexual orientation or gender identity. 
20 5 4 4 -1 6 
I have people to talk to who understand 
what it’s like to be LGBTQ. 
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Distinguishing Statements: Ability to Differentiate Among Q-Models 
 Q-Models   
Statement 
# 
1 2 3 4 
Max. 
Difference 
Statement 
39 7 4 1 2 6 
There are people with whom I feel 
completely accepted. 
53 4 1 6 0 6 
My experiences are different from 
straight people in my ethnic group 
because I’m LGBTQ. 
3 1 2 -1 -3 5 
Coming out is a very important part of 
accepting your sexual orientation or 
gender identity. 
7 0 4 4 -1 5 
When I talk about my family, I mean 
the family I was raised by. 
11 2 6 1 1 5 
Family is whoever you feel connected 
to and supported by. 
37 -2 -3 -4 1 5 
I feel fully accepted as an LGBTQ 
person by other ethnic minorities. 
42 -1 -2 -3 -6 5 
My closest friends are people who are 
both LGBTQ and ethnic minorities, 
rather than people who don’t identify as 
both. 
45 3 5 2 7 5 
I’ve experienced homophobia from 
ethnic minorities. 
47 1 3 -1 -2 5 
I participate in groups or events that are 
focused on my ethnicity, or ethnic 
diversity. 
50 2 1 0 -3 5 
If/when getting married, I prefer to 
marry someone of the same sex. 
56 2 1 1 -3 5 
I appreciate being LGBTQ and an 
ethnic minority because I am unique. 
6 0 -4 -3 -2 4 
It is more important to be open and 
honest with others about my sexual 
orientation or gender identity, than to 
protect my family’s feelings or 
reputation. 
12 -1 -1 0 -4 4 
The family that raised you is always 
your family, no matter what. 
13 4 3 6 2 4 
It’s important to me to live near an 
organized, visible, supportive LGBTQ 
community. 
16 -2 2 0 -2 4 
I rely on the family that raised me for 
emotional support. 
22 -2 -3 -2 1 4 
I would prefer to be with a partner of 
my same ethnicity(ies). 
25 -4 0 0 -1 4 
It would be easier if I was just LGBTQ, 
or just an ethnic minority, instead of 
both. 
28 5 1 5 6 4 
I feel good about my sexual orientation 
or gender identity. 
32 -6 -6 -5 -2 4 
If a man in a committed, monogamous 
relationship has sex with another man, 
it is not the same as cheating. 
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Distinguishing Statements: Ability to Differentiate Among Q-Models 
 Q-Models   
Statement 
# 
1 2 3 4 
Max. 
Difference 
Statement 
34 -1 -3 -4 -5 4 
People who have sex with other people 
of the same sex, and still consider 
themselves straight, are not being 
honest with themselves. 
44 1 -2 2 2 4 
I’ve experienced racism from people 
who are LGBTQ. 
49 6 7 4 3 4 Same sex marriage should be legal. 
54 -2 0 2 0 4 
Being an ethnic minority makes me 
better able to cope with discrimination 
than LGBTQ people who are White. 
57 1 2 5 5 4 
Being LGBTQ and an ethnic minority 
makes be better able to understand and 
relate to people from a variety of 
different backgrounds. 
58 -1 0 3 0 4 
I think I value diversity more than most 
people in my ethnic group who are 
straight. 
59 0 3 1 4 4 
I think I value diversity more than most 
people who are LGBTQ and white. 
61 1 -1 1 -3 4 
I feel like there is a good label (for 
example: lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
questioning, pansexual, queer, or 
transgender) to describe my sexual 
orientation or gender identity. 
2 -3 -1 -5 -4 3 
When LGBTQ people don’t come out, 
they are not being true to themselves. 
10 4 2 5 5 3 
It’s important that I speak up when 
people close to me make racist 
comments. 
19 2 1 4 2 3 
I have people to talk to who understand 
what it’s like to be an ethnic minority. 
21 2 3 3 0 3 
I have people to talk to who understand 
what it’s like to be both LGBTQ and 
ethnic minority. 
27 1 -2 -1 -1 3 
I feel strongly tied to the LGBTQ 
community. 
30 3 0 1 3 3 
I’m glad that I’m both an ethnic 
minority, and LGBTQ. 
31 -5 -4 -4 -7 3 
Having sex with someone of the same 
sex always means you’re gay or 
bisexual. 
38 -3 0 -2 0 3 
I feel fully accepted as an ethnic 
minority by other people who are 
LGBTQ. 
46 3 4 1 2 3 
I participate in groups or events that are 
focused on the LGBTQ community. 
1 0 1 2 0 2 
The family that I was raised with is 
always there for me if I need them, and 
I am there for them. 
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Distinguishing Statements: Ability to Differentiate Among Q-Models 
 Q-Models   
Statement 
# 
1 2 3 4 
Max. 
Difference 
Statement 
15 0 -1 -2 0 2 
It’s important to me to live near the 
family that raised me. 
18 -3 -2 -2 -1 2 
When I need emotional support, I’m 
more likely to rely on people with a 
similar ethnic/racial background to 
mine, than on people of other 
ethnicities. 
26 -2 0 -1 -1 2 
I feel strongly tied to my ethnic 
group(s). 
48 0 1 2 1 2 
I participate in groups or events that are 
focused on people who are ethnic 
minorities and LGBTQ. 
60 -3 -5 -4 -4 2 
Being an ethnic minority and LGBTQ, I 
feel a greater sense of belonging 
because I am a part of both groups. 
63 -5 -7 -5 -5 2 
If a man is married to a woman, he’s 
straight, even if sometimes has sex with 
men. 
17 -1 -1 0 -1 1 
It’s important for me to live near people 
of a similar race/ethnicity as me. 
33 -6 -5 -6 -6 1 
If a woman in a committed, 
monogamous relationship has sex with 
another woman, it is not the same as 
cheating. 
41 -1 -1 -2 1 1 
I feel closer to ethnic minorities than I 
do to white LGBTQ people. 
51 -3 -3 -3 -2 1 
If/when getting married, I prefer to 
marry someone of the same 
race/ethnicity. 
52 2 2 3 3 1 
My experiences are different from 
white LGBTQ people because of my 
ethnicity. 
 
 
